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Abstract 
In this study, I examined representation rates of gifted students from diverse backgrounds 
in Florida county school districts. Florida state legislation governing gifted student education 
allows for alternative identification methods to be used for students from underrepresented 
groups if plans for such identification are approved by the Florida Department of Education; 
however, this option, informally referred to as “Plan B” after subsection B of the legislation 
governing gifted services, is not a requirement that districts must follow. Consequently, there are 
large differences in the ways districts identify underrepresented students for gifted services. State 
legislation identifies underrepresented populations as students with limited English proficiency 
(LEP) and students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds. I reviewed Florida 
school district enrollment data for the last five years and compared mean gifted representation 
rates for underrepresented populations in districts with Plan B to mean representation rates in 
districts without Plan B. My findings indicate that the existence of a Plan B for identification of 
gifted students with LEP or from LSES backgrounds is associated with higher representation 
rates of such students in gifted education programs. This has policy implications for Florida as 
the state’s PK-12 population is becoming more diverse. Policy considerations should include 
requirements to take active measures in identification of gifted students from diverse populations 
and formalized teacher education programs that describe the nature and needs of gifted students 
from diverse backgrounds.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Introduction 
 I have been a teacher of gifted students since 2009. Like many teachers of the gifted, I 
appreciate my students for their insatiable curiosity and never-ending creativity. Teaching 
students who are gifted and talented is a challenging task. The students move through material 
very quickly making short order of most lessons, and it is a bit daunting to teach students who at 
times know more than their teacher. Yet I find the insights of my gifted students fresh and 
interesting and have taken great pleasure from teaching them through the years.   
 Three years ago, I attended the 2016 annual conference of the National Association for 
Gifted Children (NAGC) and it transformed my thinking on gifted education. The theme of the 
conference was “Giftedness Knows No Boundaries” and conference sessions focused on 
addressing underrepresentation in gifted education – that is, the lack of students from diverse 
backgrounds who receive gifted education services. This has been a concern of gifted educators 
for many years, and the 2016 convention brought forth a concerted effort to educate participants 
on the magnitude of the issue and offer ideas to provide more inclusiveness in gifted settings. 
Although I had personally noticed a lack of diversity in some of the gifted classes I taught, I had 
not put as much thought into the phenomena as I should have prior to the conference. 
 Underrepresentation is a complex issue; it is certainly hoped no one intentionally sets out 
to exclude any particular group from gifted, advanced, or honors educational programs. Yet, for 
a wide variety of reasons, students from diverse backgrounds are not as likely to be identified as 
gifted (Grissom & Redding, 2016; Plucker and Peters, 2016; Wright, Ford & Young, 2017). 
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Families who live in poverty are less likely to have their bright children identified as gifted 
(Olszewski-Kubilius & Corwith, 2018), and students with emotional, learning, and physical 
disabilities are also less likely to be identified (Krochak & Ryan, 2007; Maddocks, 2018). This 
lack of identification leads to underrepresentation of students from diverse backgrounds in gifted 
education programs. Even though I was aware of the problem through personal observation, I 
was unsure of how to approach the issue. However, I left the 2016 NAGC conference with a 
glimmer of knowledge of what I could do to address the issue at my school and began to work to 
do so. 
 Shortly after the conference, I received an opportunity to work with Dr. Elizabeth 
Shaunessy-Dedrick, a researcher who is well-versed in best practices for educating gifted 
students. I was in the process of earning my doctoral degree but had not quite pinned down what 
I wanted to study. I had more ideas than the time available would allow. While thinking through 
some potential topics with Dr. Shaunessy-Dedrick, she suggested I look at the issue of 
underrepresentation in the State of Florida to see if systems set in place by the Florida 
Department of Education (FLDOE) to address underrepresentation were truly effective. I found 
the idea intriguing and began to study the issue in depth. 
 After completing preliminary research to define my research questions and determine the 
usefulness of my study I was struck by the overwhelming preponderance of evidence indicating 
underrepresentation is a true problem of practice in gifted education nationally. Researchers have 
described the issue over several decades (e.g., Ford, 1995; Patton, Prillaman & VanTassel-Baska, 
1990; U.S. Department of Education [DOE], Academic Improvement, 1988; U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, 1965; U. S. Senate, Labor and Public Welfare, 1972), identified 
reasons underrepresentation occurs, and described best practices for resolving the issue. After 
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completing an in-depth review of the literature surrounding the issue, I determined my research 
would focus on identifying the extent of underrepresentation in Florida’s gifted education 
programs and describing differences in underrepresentation, if there are any, in Florida school 
districts that have adopted alternative identification practices.  I chose to focus on gifted 
education practices in Florida for two reasons: First, as a long time Florida resident and educator, 
I have extensive experience with gifted education from both an educator and parent perspective, 
and second, because there are very clear-cut definitions of giftedness and methods to identify and 
educate gifted students included in Florida education statutes.  
 Preliminary research shows that on a national level there is still quite a lot of work to be 
done to create more inclusiveness in gifted education (Bonner, Lewis, Bowman-Perrott, Hill-
Jackson, & James, 2009; Shaunessy, Karnes & Cobb, 2004). However, there are also some bright 
spots and examples of gifted education programs that are working well for underrepresented 
gifted students. Briggs and Reis (2009b) and Briggs (2009) found several promising programs 
throughout the United States that focused on meeting the needs of culturally diverse gifted 
students, including an entire district in Florida that successfully increased percentages of 
underrepresented students by using alternative assessments, portfolios, and universal screening in 
grades K-2. While some programs fail to meet goals for inclusiveness, others do show greater 
diversity, allowing us to study their practices to determine what works. 
The State of Florida, which has both a plan for gifted education and a plan for 
identification of underrepresented students (Florida Department of Education [FLDOE], 2013), 
is a leader in gifted education policy and as such may also show promising practices for 
identification of underrepresented students. Gifted education policy is set by each individual 
state, and several states do not fully address gifted education in the state education laws 
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(National Association for Gifted Students [NAGC], 2015a). Florida is a notable exception to this 
and in some cases is far more progressive than other areas of the United States when it comes to 
educating gifted and talented students (FLDOE, 2013). The purpose of this dissertation is to 
review the practices that are working in Florida to reduce underrepresentation by increasing 
representation of diverse students in gifted education programs.  
Background and Rationale 
 As a rule, special schools for economically disadvantaged youth seldom focus on the 
gifted and talented. This has especially been the trend since the authorization of the No Child 
Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2002. The overall purpose of NCLB was to reduce achievement gaps 
for certain groups of students, including those from impoverished backgrounds, minority 
students, and students with learning disadvantages (Diorio, 2019). The net effect of this 
legislation was a focus on achieving proficiency, at times leaving advanced learning far behind. 
Researchers who focus on gifted and talented students, however, have been concerned with 
underrepresentation of students from certain minority groups, with limited English proficiency 
(LEP), from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds, and who are twice exceptional for 
quite some time (Bonner, 2000; Ford, 1995; Patton, Prillaman, & VanTassel-Baska, 1990, 
Plucker & Peters, 2016; US Senate, Labor & Public Welfare, 1972).   
Despite over fifty years of research-based recommendations, underrepresentation remains 
a problem of practice in gifted and advanced education for diverse students nationwide. 
Specifically, academically talented diverse students are not afforded the same opportunities at 
the same level as their less diverse peers (Briggs and Reis, 2009a; Ford, 2014). While progress 
has been made in some cases, disproportionality remains in access to gifted education services 
for diverse students, especially those from lower income homes. When considering 
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underrepresentation of gifted learners from low SES homes, one must also consider that 
disproportionality occurs in poverty as well, with higher percentages of students living in poverty 
from minority backgrounds (Baldwin, 2007).  
Nationally, 17.5% of children under the age of 18 in the United States live below the 
poverty threshold, which is defined as an annual income of $24,858 in a family of four with two 
adults and two children (Fontenot, Semega, & Kollar, 2018). Blacks and Hispanics account for 
nearly 50% of these students (Olszewski-Kubilius & Corwith, 2018). Currently in Florida, 20.3% 
of children under the age of 18 live in poverty, but Black or African-American children and 
Hispanic or Latino children are far more likely to live in poverty than their peers, with 32% of 
Black/African-American children and 25% of Hispanic/Latino children living in poverty but 
only 13% of non-Hispanic white children living in poverty (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019).  
Addressing the poverty gap must be a first, critical factor in the quest to end underrepresentation 
for these groups.  
 It is one thing to identify a problem, another to identify solutions, and still another to 
resolve the issue. Despite ample evidence that underrepresentation of gifted and talented students 
from diverse backgrounds exists in the United States, the issue has been addressed sporadically 
at best. In the October 2014 Dear Colleague letter, Lhamon (2014) noted that schools that serve 
a higher percentage of diverse students are less likely to offer gifted and talented programs or 
advanced coursework than schools serving primarily white students. She recommended several 
options for increasing participation of diverse students in advanced and gifted courses, such as 
changing policies for enrollment to “opt out” instead of “opt in” and forming partnerships with 
universities or community organizations to increase resources available to culturally, 
linguistically, and economically diverse (CLED) students (Lhamon, 2014). Others (Briggs & 
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Reis, 2009a; Olszewski-Kubilius & Clarenbach, 2012) emphasize the creation of program-
specific options such as alternative program entrance requirements or expanded learning time 
through academic competitions or after school activities to increase participation of CLED 
students in gifted programs. Such promising programs are helpful in the quest to create equal 
access to gifted and talented education programs for high ability students from all backgrounds 
and give credence to the need for additional programs.  
Statement of the Problem 
A plethora of research over the last 50 years (e.g., Ford, 1995; Patton, Prillaman, & 
VanTassel-Baska, 1990; Plucker, Peters, & Schmalensee, 2017; Ross, 1993; Tisdall, 1968; US 
Senate, Labor & Public Welfare, 1972; Yoon and Gentry, 2009) has clearly demonstrated 
Caucasian and Asian students are far more likely to be identified as gifted than their African-
American, Native American, and Hispanic peers. In addition, students of low socioeconomic 
status, those with a disability, and students with limited English proficiency are also less likely to 
be identified as gifted (Harris, Plucker, Rapp, & Martinez, 2009; Shaunessy, et al., 2004; 
VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2007). Underrepresentation refers to all culturally, 
linguistically, and economically diverse (CLED) groups, as well as students with disabilities, 
who are less likely to be identified and participate in programs for gifted students (Maddocks, 
2018). This occurs on both the national level and within the State of Florida. 
There are a wide variety of reasons for this underrepresentation, including lack of 
understanding of characteristics of giftedness in diverse students (Bonner, 2000; Grantham, 
2004), a failure to understand the effects of poverty on giftedness (VanTassel-Baska & 
Stambaugh, 2007), potential bias in assessment materials and the teacher referral process (Cao, 
Jung, & Lee, 2017; Elhoweris, Mutua, Alsheikh, & Holloway, 2005), or failure to use local 
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norms for identification (Peters, 2018). Teachers typically are able to identify diverse gifted 
learners who display more “traditional” characteristics of giftedness, such as creativity and the 
ability to learn quickly, but are less likely to identify less typical characteristics, such as boredom 
with school tasks or intense curiosity about specific topics that may be more prevalent in diverse 
learners (Neumeister, Adams, Pierce, Cassady, & Dixon, 2007). Although the issue has been 
studied for years and strong recommendations have been given for best practices in identification 
of gifted students from diverse backgrounds, underrepresentation persists for CLED 
students (Olszewski-Kubilius & Clarenbach, 2012). Racial underrepresentation exists even when 
controlling for socioeconomic status (Plucker & Peters, 2016, p. 50). 
Theoretical Framework 
 There are several theoretical models of giftedness. Those described most frequently in the 
literature are Francoy Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent (DMGT) (1985) 
and Joseph Renzulli’s Three-Ring Conception of Giftedness (1978). Gagné (2004) describes his 
DMGT model as “the transformation of outstanding natural abilities, or gifts (G), into 
outstanding systematically developed skills which define expertise, or talent (T) in a particular 
occupational field” (Gagné, 2004, p. 119). Renzulli describes giftedness as “behaviors that 
reflect an interaction among three basic clusters of human traits-above average ability, high 
levels of task commitment, and high levels of creativity” (Renzulli & Renzulli, 2010). Neither 
model specifically addresses inclusiveness or underrepresentation, focusing on defining and 
describing giftedness rather than addressing issues surrounding identification. 
An inclusive definition of giftedness was formally introduced by former United States 
Commissioner of Education Sidney P. Marland in 1972. The publication of Education of the 
Gifted and Talented, informally known as the Marland Report, was the first major federal effort 
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to make recommendations for the education of gifted and talented students in the United States 
(U.S. Senate, Labor and Public Welfare, 1972). The executive summary of the report identified 
issues in the education of the gifted and talented, particularly that gifted and talented students 
frequently underperform in spite of their intellectual potential, and stated particular concern in 
the education of minority groups “who have in both social and educational environments every 
configuration calculated to stifle potential talent” (U.S. Senate, Labor and Public Welfare, 1972, 
p. 1). The report specifically addressed gifted services for disadvantaged youth, stating “Existing 
services to the gifted and talented do not reach large and significant subpopulations (e.g. 
minorities and disadvantaged) and serve only a very small percentage of the gifted and talented 
population generally” (U.S. Senate, Labor and Public Welfare, 1972, p. 3).   
The current definition for giftedness primarily in use today was created from the Marland 
Report and reiterated as part of the United States Department of Education (U.S. DOE) Jacob K. 
Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Program. This definition describes students who 
are gifted and talented as "children and youth who give evidence of high performance capability 
in areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific academic 
fields, and who require services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to 
fully develop such capabilities" (U.S. Department of Education [U.S. DOE], Academic 
Improvement, 1988). The National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) has also adopted this 
definition. In recent years, NAGC has put forth a concerted effort to ensure educators learn to 
identify signs of giftedness in underrepresented learners and understand “giftedness exists in 
every demographic group and personality type” (NAGC, “What is giftedness?” n.d.). 
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Purpose of the Study  
 The purpose of this study is to determine the extent of underrepresentation in Florida 
school districts and the extent that current policies for alternative identification are working to 
reduce underrepresentation and increase representation rates for students with limited English 
proficiency (LEP) or from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds in these districts. The 
State of Florida provides clear directions in statute for the identification of gifted students, 
including a provision that allows school districts to describe and use an alternative identification 
plan for students with LEP or from LSES backgrounds (Florida Administrative Code [F.A.C.] 
Rule 6A-6.03019, 2002), two demographic groups that are currently underrepresented in Florida. 
The option for alternative identification plans is informally referred to as Plan B in Florida.  
To date, except for a 2008 program analysis by the State of Florida Office of Program 
Policy Analysis and Government Accountability (OPPAGA), a policy study conducted by 
McBee, Shaunessy, and Matthews (2012), and a dissertation by Hodges (2019), minimal study of 
the effectiveness of Plan B programs and the rates of underrepresentation in Florida gifted 
programs has been conducted. Analysts for OPPAGA (2008) noted the difficulty in determining 
whether students were identified through traditional means or Plan B because districts were not 
required to report the method of identification for gifted students. McBee et al. (2012) analyzed 
data from forty-two Florida school districts with approved Plan B options during the 2005-2006 
school year and found that the probability of identification for students from low SES 
backgrounds could nearly double and probability of identification of Black students could 
increase by approximately two-thirds in districts that adopt Plan B (p. 337). However, in his 
dissertation, Hodges (2019) reviewed representation rates in Florida, Indiana and Washington 
from 2011-2015 and found representation rates decreased for Black, Latinx, and Native 
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American students in Florida during this time period, thereby increasing disproportionality. 
Hodges also found that the adoption of Plan B in Florida did not ultimately lead to decreased 
underrepresentation and the effect of the Plan B policy adoption had plateaued, indicating that 
underrepresentation cannot be alleviated through policy alone (Hodges, 2019). In this study, I 
seek to add to the work of OPPAGA (2008), McBee, et al., (2012) and Hodges (2019) by 
examining the current rates of representation of underrepresented groups in Florida, specifically, 
students with limited English proficiency and students from low socioeconomic status 
backgrounds, and the effectiveness of specific Plan B policies in Florida school districts. 
Significance of the Current Study 
Florida legislators first addressed gifted education in 1956 when they provided funds for 
gifted education, making it one of the earliest states to make specific provisions for gifted 
students. The term “gifted” was added to the state definition for special education in 1968 and a 
mandate to educate gifted students under the special education umbrella was included in 1975. In 
1977, the state adopted Rule 6A-6.03019 in the Florida Administrative Code, Special 
Instructional Programs for Students Who Are Gifted. This rule was later revised in 1991 to 
include alternative identification options for underrepresented students and revised again in 1992 
to require specialized training for teachers of gifted students (“Education of Gifted Students in 
Florida,” p. 5).  
The State Department of Education in Florida was first notified of the need to address 
underrepresentation by the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) in 1982 (“Education of Gifted Students 
in Florida,” p. 5). This led gifted educators throughout the state to create pilot programs to 
address disproportional representation. Officially adopted into state statute in 1991, this 
legislation originally addressed all underrepresented populations and allowed districts to 
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determine their own alternative identification criteria under subpart B of the identification 
requirement. Alternative plans created under subpart B are commonly referred to as Plan B. This 
requirement was revised again in 2002 to include only students with LEP and students from 
LSES backgrounds and is the current legislation for identification of gifted students in Florida 
(F.A.C. Rule 6A-6.03019, 2002). 
 During the last twenty years, Florida’s K-12 student population has become increasingly 
diverse. At the end of the 2018-2019 school year, more than 55% of the students enrolled in 
Florida K-12 public schools were Black/African American or Hispanic/Latino (FLDOE, 2018). 
The continually shifting demographic populations in Florida show a steady increase in the 
percentage of Hispanic/Latino students in schools with a corresponding reduction in the 
White/Caucasian population. Table 1 shows Florida’s school enrollment by race from the 2014-
2015 to the 2018-2019 school years.  
Table 1 
Florida K-12 School Enrollment by Race, 2014-2019 
School 
Year 
White Black or 
African 
American 
Hispanic/ 
Latino 
Asian  Pacific 
Islander 
American 
Indian 
Two or 
More 
2014-
2015 
40.2% 22.7% 30.7% 2.6% 0.1% 0.3% 3.8% 
2015-
2016 
39.5% 22.5% 31.6% 2.6% 0.2% 0.3% 3.4% 
2016-
2017 
38.7% 22.3% 32.4% 2.7% 0.2% 0.3% 3.4% 
2017-
2018 
38.1% 22.1% 33.1% 2.7% 0.2% 0.3% 3.5% 
2018-
2019 
37.4% 21.9% 33.9% 2.8% 0.2% 0.3% 3.6% 
Source: Florida Department of Education (2019) 
 
Florida’s K-12 student population has become a “majority minority” population, with 
minority students from Black/African American and Hispanic/Latino backgrounds composing 
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over 50% of the K-12 student population. This leaves no clear racial majority in public schools. 
This increased diversity in Florida makes it even more critical to address the issue of 
underrepresentation successfully to determine policies and procedures that will effectively 
reduce or eliminate underrepresentation for these students. The requirements for identification of 
gifted students in Florida call for strict adherence to minimum IQ scores. In addition, the student 
needs to show a need for a special program. However, under Rule 2(b) (informally referred to as 
Plan B) districts can create plans to meet “the criteria specified in an approved school district 
plan for increasing the participation of underrepresented groups in programs for gifted students” 
(F.A.C., Rule 6A-6.03019, 2002, p. 25). Underrepresented groups are defined as students with 
limited English proficiency or students from low socioeconomic status backgrounds. This allows 
each school district to determine the criteria for identification of diverse students, leaving 
districts to operate under different rules and procedures. In fact, implementation of Rule 2(b) is 
not required, and instead is a permissive policy, which may be used at the discretion of a district, 
regardless of whether students from LSES backgrounds or LEP students are underrepresented or 
proportionally represented. This leaves the decision in the hands of Florida school district 
officials to determine if they wish to address underrepresentation in gifted programs.   
Research Questions 
In this study I will determine the practices that are associated with Florida school districts 
that have the highest rates of representation of students from LSES backgrounds and students 
with LEP. The study focus will include the scope of representation in Florida, the degree of 
underrepresentation, whether districts with confirmed Plan B programs have more proportional 
representation rates, and strategies that may increase the effectiveness of Plan B. Thus, the 
following research questions guide this study: 
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1. What is the representation of students with limited English proficiency (LEP) in gifted 
education programs in each of Florida’s sixty-seven county school districts?  
2. What is the representation of students from low-socioeconomic status (LSES) 
backgrounds in gifted education programs in each of Florida’s sixty-seven county school 
districts?  
3. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who have limited English proficiency (LEP)? 
4. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds?  
5. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who have limited English proficiency (LEP)? 
6. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds?  
To answer questions one through six, I analyzed data from the Florida Department of 
Education Edstats database to determine the number and percentage of students with LEP and 
the number and percentage of students from LSES backgrounds currently enrolled in each 
Florida county school district’s gifted programs. For questions three through six, I reviewed the 
ESE Policies and Procedures (informally referred to as SP&Ps) for Florida school districts to 
determine which Florida districts have adopted Plan B and those that have not. The Florida 
Department of Education makes ESE Policies and Procedures (SP&Ps) publicly available for 
each district on the Bureau of Exceptional Education and Student Services (BEESS) website.  
Florida districts are required to update the SP&P documents every three years, and districts with 
an alternative identification plan for gifted students are required to include the details of the 
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alternative plan with the SP&P. This review allowed me to analyze specific plans to determine 
the processes in place in each plan and compare common features in each district’s plan. 
For questions three through six I also calculated the representation index (Peters, 2016) to 
establish the level of proportionality or disproportionality for students with LEP and students 
from LSES backgrounds for the past five years. The representation index is calculated by 
dividing the percentage of students from a specific category in gifted programs by the percentage 
of students from the same category in the overall student population to determine whether a 
specific population is represented proportionately or disproportionately in gifted education 
programs. I calculated the annual representation index for each study population (LEP and 
LSES) in each county school district in Florida for the five most recent school years (2014-15, 
2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19) and then calculated the mean representation index for the 
five-year period. This allowed me to compare gifted student populations from underrepresented 
groups defined in Plan B to determine the mean representation index for students with LEP and 
students from LSES backgrounds over the last five years. I reviewed SP&P data to compare 
district representation index results for districts with and without Plan B to answer questions 
three, four, five, and six.  
Overview of Method 
 The primary goal of this study was to identify practices that promote inclusion of 
underrepresented groups in gifted education programs in Florida. A secondary goal is to 
determine the extent that implementation of Plan B alternative identification practices have 
reduced or eliminated underrepresentation of students with LEP and students from LSES 
backgrounds in Florida K-12 schools by increasing student diversity in gifted education 
programs. This study was conducted as a mixed method study with policy analysis of Plan B and 
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demographic analysis of representation rates for underrepresented populations in gifted 
programs. In the first phase of the study, I analyzed demographic data from the Florida Edstats 
Portal database to determine the percentage of students currently represented in gifted education 
programs in Florida districts who are from LSES backgrounds or have limited English 
proficiency. This data was used to calculate the representation index for students from these 
underrepresented backgrounds for each Florida county school district.  
The second phase of this study involved a comparative analysis of ESE Policies and 
Procedures (SP&Ps) that have been filed with the State of Florida Bureau of Exceptional 
Education and Student Services for each Florida county school district. Districts that have 
adopted a Plan B for alternative identification are required to have these plans approved by the 
state prior to use. These documents are filed with each district’s ESE Policies and Procedures. 
Preliminary research indicated 75% of Florida districts (fifty districts) have a current Plan B on 
file. Using a deductive and inductive content analysis approach, I analyze these plans to 
determine which districts have adopted and applied Plan B identification policies for 
identification of underrepresented populations in their districts 
In the final phase of my study, I compared mean representation indexes over the most 
recent five school years (2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19) to determine which 
Florida districts demonstrated representation indexes that reached or approached proportionality 
in gifted identification for underrepresented students. This analysis showed that the presence of 
Plan B has a positive effect on increasing identification of students with limited English 
proficiency (LEP) and students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds.  
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Definition of Key Terms 
 Achievement Gap: The phenomena of students from diverse backgrounds scoring 
disproportionately lower scores on tests of achievement. When the difference in achievement 
scores between two racial, ethnic, or economic groups is greater than the expected margin of 
error, an achievement gap exists (National Center for Educational Statistics [NCES], 2018a). 
Achievement tests are often used to determine proficiency and advanced knowledge in subject 
matter or skills required of students to determine course placement for students. 
Disproportionality: The over- or underrepresentation of culturally, linguistically, and 
economically diverse (CLED) students in exceptional student education programs. In the 2007 
report, Truth in Labeling: Disproportionality in Special Education, the National Education 
Association (NEA) found significant over-identification of culturally and linguistically diverse 
(CLD) students for special education programs and under-identification of CLD students for 
gifted and talented programs (National Education Association [NEA], 2007, p. 6). 
Disproportionality describes the difference in percentages of students in exceptional student 
education programs, including gifted, relative to the overall percentage of student populations in 
a school.  
Emergent Bilingual: In recent years, advocates for non-native speakers of English have 
taken issue with terms such as English language learners (ELL) or limited English proficiency 
(LEP), noting that such terms indicate deficits in learning. The term “emergent bilinguals” is 
used as a more positive reference to students who are learning English as a second language to 
acknowledge the proficiency these students often have with their native language (Garcia, 
Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008).  
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English Language Learner (ELL): Students who are not native speakers of the English 
language and therefore are developing proficiency in communicating in English. Many of these 
students are enrolled in classes for ELLs and may require alternative testing options to receive 
accurate measures of intelligence for gifted consideration. Research has indicated the ability to 
“code switch” from one language to another in certain situations as another indicator of 
giftedness in bilingual students that may provide more information than intelligence tests alone 
(Brice, Shaunessy, Hughes, Mchatton, & Ratliff, 2008).  
English Learner (EL): This term is used similarly to ELL. It refers to students who are 
currently in the process of learning to speak and write English. 
Equity Index (EI): A statistical calculation that determines whether disproportionality is 
due to chance or is statistically significant (Wright, Ford & Young, 2017). It is calculated by 
multiplying the composition (C) percent (%) of students in a particular subgroup by a threshold 
(T) of 20% (C x T = A). The resulting number (A) is then subtracted from the percentage of 
students in a particular subgroup to determine the equity index (Ford, 2014). The equity index is 
used to determine the “minimally accepted level of underrepresentation for each group” (Ford, 
2014, p. 145). 
Excellence Gap: The excellence gap is similar to the achievement gap but is used to 
identify differences in subgroups of students achieving at advanced levels of learning (Plucker, 
Burroughs, and Song, 2010). This includes diverse students who are not enrolled in advanced 
coursework but could be in gifted and talented, Advanced Placement, International 
Baccalaureate, or advanced and honors courses in a school or district, or those who achieve at 
proficient levels when they are capable of advanced understanding. Gifted and talented students 
often score at proficient levels on tests of achievement, showing proficiency of learning, but are 
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capable of more advanced learning. This makes proficiency data misleading for diverse gifted 
students and may mask the full impact of achievement and excellence gaps for diverse learners 
(Ford, 2014). Research in gifted education suggests that excellence gaps should be closed for 
high achieving students similar to the way achievement gaps are addressed for lower performing 
students (NAGC, 2015b). The excellence gap is calculated using the Representation Index (RI) 
(Plucker & Peters, 2016). 
Exceptional Student Education (ESE): Education that is offered for students who 
require specially designed instruction and related services to ensure their success in school. In 
the State of Florida, gifted students fall under the ESE umbrella and are therefore legally entitled 
to receive gifted services. (Bureau of Exceptional Education and Student Services [BEESS], FL 
DOE, 2011). 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP): Non-native speakers of English and ELLs are 
developing language skills; thus, their state of development is termed limited English 
proficiency. Though it is often used synonymously with ELL, the two terms are slightly 
different. People with limited English proficiency are not necessarily English language learners, 
and some ELLs can become quite proficient with the English language. In the State of Florida, 
ELLs are included with the LEP term. LEP also refers to students who recently receives services 
for LEP and are in the two-year follow-up period, students who are ELLs but not currently 
receiving services, and students who are waiting for a language assessment. 
Low Socioeconomic Status (LSES): This refers to students whose family’s income is 
designated as a lower income bracket. In the United States, the most frequently cited indicator of 
low socioeconomic status (SES) in public schools is qualification for Free and Reduced Lunch 
(FRL) program. This program provides a free or reduced fee lunch for students from families 
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with household incomes below 130% of the federal poverty level for free lunch or between 
130% and 185% of the poverty level for a reduced fee lunch. (United States Department of 
Agriculture Food and Nutrition Service [USDA FNS], 2018). This demographic is collected by 
schools to determine the number of low-income families served by the school. Students from low 
SES backgrounds are frequently underrepresented in gifted education programs (VanTassel-
Baska & Stambaugh, 2007). 
Overrepresentation: Refers to groups who have a greater representation in gifted 
education programs than percentages of student populations would predict (NEA, 2007). This 
refers to students who are represented at a higher percentage in gifted education settings than 
would be predicted by total school or district demographics (Hodges, Tay, Maeda, & Gentry, 
2018). Historically, students who are Asian and Caucasian have been overrepresented in gifted 
education (Yoon & Gentry, 2009).  
Representation Index (RI): The Representation Index is a mathematical formula that 
calculates the percentage of representation of a certain population of students in gifted and/or 
advanced programs compared to general populations (Peters, 2016). This is calculated by 
dividing the percentage of gifted and talented students in each subgroup by the percentage of the 
school population of each subgroup. The resulting number indicates the level of over- or 
underrepresentation for each subgroup. A representation index of one indicates perfect 
proportionality, while an RI lower than one indicates underrepresentation. An RI greater than 
one indicates overrepresentation. 
 Twice-exceptional: Gifted learners who also have a disability. Twice-exceptional 
students, also referred to as 2E students, are underrepresented in gifted education programs. 
Bianco (2005) also demonstrated that students with learning or behavior disorders are less likely 
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to be referred to gifted education programs, which may be a causal factor in their 
underrepresentation. 
Underrepresentation: Disproportionality of students from diverse groups in gifted and 
talented education programs (NEA, 2007). In an equitable distribution, percentages of students 
from culturally, linguistically, and economically diverse (CLED) backgrounds in gifted 
education programs will closely match the overall percentages of such students in the school or 
district. When percentages of CLED students in gifted programs are below school and district 
population percentages of such students, CLED students are said to be underrepresented in gifted 
education programs.   
Summary  
 The State of Florida has been one of the leaders in the education of gifted students in 
several ways. Florida provides for the education of gifted students in statute, and rules for gifted 
education include a definition of giftedness, methods to identify gifted students, teacher training 
requirements, and options to address underrepresentation of diverse students in gifted education 
programs through Plan B (FLDOE, 2013). Although many states have rules governing gifted 
student education, not all do, and many are not as clear cut as Florida’s Rules for Gifted 
Education (NAGC, 2015a). This progressiveness combined with educational reporting 
requirements in the state allow for an in-depth analysis of policies and procedures that may allow 
us to identify methods to decrease underrepresentation. 
 Despite the existence of alternative identification processes, underrepresentation and 
disproportionality still exist in many Florida districts and schools throughout the United States. 
However, there are also some areas showing increased representation of diverse students. Few 
studies have been done to analyze the effectiveness of alternative education plans under Plan B 
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in Florida, and the extent of underrepresentation in Florida gifted education programs is not 
currently well-identified. My proposed study will attempt to answer questions related to the 
extent of underrepresentation and disproportionality of students with limited English proficiency 
and students from low socioeconomic status backgrounds in gifted education programs in Florida 
and identify promising practices for reducing gifted gaps. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
History of Gifted Education 
 Gifted education can arguably be stated to have begun in the days of Aristotle and Plato, 
who chose to nurture the best and brightest in their learning endeavors. In the United States, 
however, the early beginnings of gifted education occurred in St. Louis when William Torrey 
Harris, a school superintendent, attempted to create a unified way of educating students who 
were considered gifted (NAGC, 2013a). The early to mid-twentieth century brought several 
initiatives to identify and accommodate the needs of gifted students, including studies by Lewis 
Terman and Leta S. Hollingworth, two early researchers in the field of gifted education (NAGC, 
2013a). Terman’s work developing the Stanford-Binet intelligence test and his longitudinal study 
of gifted children provided insights that added to our understanding of intelligence in high ability 
children (Vialle, 1994). Hollingworth’s work involved studying learning opportunities for gifted 
and talented students. Hollingworth opened the Speyer School in New York as one of the first 
schools for rapid learners, defined as children with an IQ range of 130 to 200 (Rudnitski, 1996) 
and wrote the first textbook, Gifted Children: Their Nature and Needs, describing the nature and 
needs of gifted children (NAGC, 2013a). However, gifted education existed in small, 
experimental programs in the early twentieth century that were not considered mainstream at the 
time.  
  Education of gifted and talented students began receiving new recognition with the 
passage of the National Science Foundation Act in 1950 and got a big push in 1954 when the 
National Association for Gifted Children formed (NAGC, 2013a). The launch of Sputnik on 
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October 4, 1957 provided further impetus to nurture the educational needs of the gifted and 
talented. This perceived evidence that Soviet progress had surpassed American technological 
goals created great concern that the Soviets had the resources to conquer Cold War enemies 
(Moskowitz, 2012). The event prompted a renewed interest in supporting human capital through 
education of bright students, particularly in math and science (NAGC, 2013a). In 1958, Congress 
passed the National Defense Education Act to provide funds for research and instruction in 
mathematics and sciences, especially for bright learners (U.S. Senate, 1957). The passage of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 also made provisions for gifted 
learners (U.S. Department of Health, Education, & Welfare, 1965); however, few states chose to 
develop comprehensive gifted education programs from this legislation (NAGC, 2013a).  
 While the United States was taking steps to develop comprehensive science and 
mathematics programs, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
(NAACP) was also working to end discriminatory educational practices in America (NAACP, 
n.d.). When the U.S. Supreme Court provided a favorable ruling for minority students in Brown 
v. The Board of Education of Topeka Kansas (1954) by determining that separate but equal is 
inherently unequal, our nation for the first time had a legal definition for disparity in education. 
The Brown decision actually came in two parts: The first part, in 1954, determined that 
segregation was unconstitutional. The second part, in 1955, determined the process by which 
state and local governments should begin to implement desegregation.  Although the intent of the 
Supreme Court’s decision was to provide integration “with all deliberate speed” (Brown v. Board 
of Education, 1955), this was not accomplished by many local school districts as many citizens 
fought against desegregation. This left the educational systems of several municipalities in a 
status quo situation, especially in the south. It was not until the U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1964 
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imposed financial sanctions on school districts that refused to integrate that desegregation began 
to occur in earnest (Weinstein, Gregory, & Strambler, 2004). However, the intermingling of 
races in the schools was still met with overt racism in many cases as individual students were 
denied opportunities in the “white” schools that had been available to them elsewhere (Spring, 
2014). These events of the 1950s and 1960s set the stage for underrepresentation of minority 
groups in gifted education. 
 The early 1970s brought Education of the Gifted and Talented: Report to the Congress of 
the United States by the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Sidney P. Marland (U.S. Senate, 
Labor & Public Welfare, 1972). This report came to be informally known as the Marland Report. 
It was a direct result of the inclusion of spending for gifted and talented student education in the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) amendments in 1969 (U.S. Department of 
Health, Education, & Welfare, 1969) and required the Commissioner of Education to research 
the differentiation requirements of gifted and talented students while making recommendations 
for funding and potential new programs. The report noted there was “an enormous individual and 
social cost when talent among the Nation’s children and youth goes undiscovered and 
undeveloped” and expressed concern that lack of talent development is “particularly evident in 
the minority groups” (U.S. Senate, Labor & Public Welfare, 1972, p. 3). However, in the eleven 
final recommendations of the Executive Summary of the report, no specific mention was made to 
enhance gifted services to minority groups or the disadvantaged. 
In 1988, Congress authorized the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education 
Program as an amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (U.S. 
Department of Education [U.S. DOE], 1988). The purpose of the program is “to promote and 
initiate a coordinated program of evidence-based research, demonstration projects, innovative 
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strategies, and similar activities designed to build and enhance the ability of elementary schools 
and secondary schools nationwide to identify gifted and talented students and meet their special 
educational needs” (U.S. DOE, 1988, p.295). The inclusion of the Javits program in ESEA was 
one of the first national efforts to address underrepresentation of marginalized groups in gifted 
education, calling for “conducting evidence-based research on methods and techniques for 
identifying and teaching gifted and talented students and for using gifted and talented programs 
and methods to identify and provide the opportunity for all students to be served, particularly 
low-income and at-risk students” (U.S. DOE, 1988, p. 295-296). The Act also specifically 
requires that the Javits Program “assists schools in the identification of, and provision of services 
to, gifted and talented students (including economically disadvantaged individuals, individuals 
who are English learners (ELs), and children with disabilities) who may not be identified and 
served through traditional assessment methods” (U.S. DOE, 1988, p. 296). The inclusion of the 
Javits Program in ESEA prompted gifted researchers to take a new look at the issue of 
underrepresentation in gifted programs.  
 Despite the promising passage of the Javits Act, underrepresentation in gifted education 
has not decreased or is “shrinking at exceptionally slow rates (such as race-based gaps) or 
growing (such as gaps based on family income) and in some cases are increasing” (NAGC, 
2015b). In March 2015, NAGC issued a position statement addressing achievement gaps in K-12 
gifted education, identifying stark differences in achievement between advanced students from 
low socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds to those of their more advantaged peers. The 2013 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) exam score for fourth-grade mathematics 
showed only 2% of the students who were eligible for free and reduced lunch scored at the 
advanced level on the exam, compared to 13% of the non-eligible students, creating a gap of 
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11% (NAGC, 2015b). This is especially concerning because this achievement gap has persisted 
in recent years, remaining at 11% in the 2015 and 2017 biannual studies, and there are similar 
gaps at other grade levels and on other NAEP tests. The gap is especially pronounced in Florida, 
where the gap on the grade 4 mathematics assessment increased from 9% in 2011 to 13% in 
2017 (NCES, 2017).  
 The National Association for Gifted Children has become increasingly more focused on 
the underrepresentation of students from low-income and minority backgrounds in education, 
issuing several policy statements regarding increasing identification of such students. NAGC has 
cited data from a McKinsey report on the economic impact of achievement gaps for high ability 
students, estimating the gross domestic product could increase by as much as 5% if the gap were 
closed (McKinsey, 2009). This is especially concerning as our population of minority students 
increases and the white majority becomes the minority. The McKinsey report recommends 
increasing teacher and staff training, monitoring all levels of student achievement, including 
advanced students, and increasing support for research that will support sharing of best practices 
for gifted student strategies to help underrepresented students succeed. 
Defining Under- and Over-representation 
 It is best to first review the meaning of underrepresentation, and by extension, 
overrepresentation, in gifted education.  When discussing the identification of gifted students, 
these terms are used to describe the ratio of students from different races, ethnicities, cultures, 
economic status, ability/disability status, and English language proficiency in gifted education. In 
an ideal school, the gifted population of students will match the overall population of the school 
demographics. For example, if a school’s demographics demonstrate 45% of the students are 
white, 18% are Black or African-American, 8% are from multiple races, 24% are Hispanic, 4% 
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are Asian, 1% are listed as “other,” 45% of the students receive free or reduced lunch, 8% of the 
students have disabilities, and 6% of the students are English language learners (ELLs), one 
would expect to see similar percentages represented in the population of gifted students. When 
these expected similarities are not present, we refer to the differences in ratios for specific groups 
as under- or overrepresented.  
 It is quite clear in the literature that there is a consistent and pervasive issue with 
underrepresentation of specific culturally, linguistically, and economically diverse (CLED) 
students in the United States. (Brice, et al., 2008; Ford, 1995; NAGC, 2015b). 
Underrepresentation of minority students is regularly reported for Black and African-American 
students, Hispanic/Latinx students, Native American and Alaska Native students, mixed race 
students, students with limited English proficiency, students from low socioeconomic status, and 
students with disabilities. While there is a lower percentage of such students included in gifted 
education programs, these students are also underrepresented in advanced education programs 
such as International Baccalaureate (IB) and Advanced Placement (AP) (Olszewski-Kubilius & 
Corwith, 2018). Conversely, white students and students of Asian descent are overrepresented in 
these settings, creating the perception they are contributing to the inequity of educational 
opportunities for students from diverse backgrounds (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2007; 
Olszewski-Kubilius & Clarenbach , 2012). Asian-American students are particularly 
overrepresented in gifted education, earning them the nickname of the “model minority” (Yoon 
& Gentry, 2009).  These evidences of under- and overrepresentation are less substantive in 
school districts that are diligently working to reduce equity gaps in gifted education, but they still 
exist (McBee et al., 2012). These statistics do not indicate students who are currently 
overrepresented in gifted education programs should be excluded in the future. Rather, practices 
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that serve to increase inclusion of underrepresented students in gifted education will have a 
balancing effect on the overall ratios of students in such programs, creating more equitable 
programs. 
 Although it is concerning that gifted populations in schools do not adequately mirror 
ratios of diverse students in the entire school population, the situation becomes even more 
ominous when reviewing the presence of CLED students in advanced coursework. The disparity 
in underrepresentation of disadvantaged students persists when factoring in programs that are 
open to all students, not just those designated for the gifted and talented. However, researchers 
are clear that simply placing students into advanced or gifted coursework is not sufficient to 
reduce the gap and is often unfair to those students. The practice of frontloading, or preparing 
students for advanced coursework prior to identification or placement in such courses, can serve 
to minimize these disparities in advanced coursework and provide opportunities for culturally 
diverse students to achieve at higher levels. (Plucker, Peters, & Schmalensee, 2017). 
Gifted Identification Practices 
 One of the primary issues involved in the identification of potentially gifted students 
from underrepresented groups lies in the types of assessments used in gifted identification. Many 
researchers (Ford, 1995; Lohman, 2005b; Winsler, Karkhanis, Kim, & Levitt, 2013) consider 
assessments designed to measure intelligence to be biased against culturally, linguistically, and 
economically diverse (CLED) students. This section will provide an overview of the practices 
and instrumentation commonly used in the identification of gifted students.  
 Consideration of identification practices in gifted education becomes complicated by the 
fact that there are so many definitions for gifted education, without a national designation all 
states follow. As such, all states that offer gifted services to students develop their own 
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definitions of giftedness following two possible models: Gifted services that develop manifest 
talents, or services to identify and develop latent talents (Hodges, et al., 2018). Manifest talents 
can be readily identified, such as high test scores, good grades, or clear understanding and talent 
in a specific domain. Latent talents, however, are not quite as readily apparent, and teachers may 
easily miss signs of latent talent that can be hidden by cultural diversity or issues related to 
poverty when they are unaware of such possibilities. Students who display manifest talents are 
more readily referred for screening and testing for gifted services than students displaying latent 
talents, which are much more difficult to observe, especially for those who lack training in the 
education and testing of gifted students (Hodges, et al., 2018). 
 Although it is commonly recommended now that several measures of giftedness be used 
to identify potential gifted students instead of relying only on aptitude tests as the sole measure 
of giftedness, intelligence tests are almost always used as a cornerstone for the process of gifted 
identification (NAGC, 2008). While other measures may be included, such as achievement tests, 
grades, or a portfolio of student work, almost all discussion of identification of gifted students 
includes the use of a cognitive assessment test for identification of gifted learners. There are a 
wide variety of tests available to use, including achievement tests, such as the Scholastic 
Aptitude Test (SAT) or Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), and ability tests, such as the Weschler 
Intelligence Scale for Children V (WISC V), Stanford Binet, or Woodcock Johnson tests. In 
addition, there are tests that can be taken in group settings, most of which assess nonverbal skills, 
such as the Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT), Raven Progressive Matrices (RPM), and the 
Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT). The National Association for Gifted Children standard 
for assessment states those involved in the assessment of potentially gifted students should 
“review, select, and interpret psychometrically sound, nonbiased, qualitative and quantitative 
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instruments to identify individuals with gifts and talents and assess their abilities, strengths, and 
interests” (NAGC, 2013b, p. 1).  
 Several of the more commonly used ability tests have been criticized as biased in areas of 
culture, linguistics, and economics. One of the suggestions for increasing the identification of 
CLED students is to use nonverbal assessment measures, which allows for a fairer testing 
situation, especially for linguistically diverse students. The use of such assessments, which 
measure reasoning skills rather than specific academic skills, has been shown to increase the 
identification of diverse gifted students. Naglieri and Ford (2003) reviewed the Naglieri 
Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) scores of white, black, and Hispanic students and found strong 
similarity in the percentages of students who were determined to have intelligence quotients in 
the gifted range of 130 or higher. Specifically, they found that when measured using the NNAT, 
2.5% of white students scored in the gifted range along with 2.6% of black students and 2.3% of 
Hispanic students, with an expected value of 2.0%. This study showed promise for the use of 
nonverbal assessments to shrink the gap of underrepresentation of diverse populations in gifted 
education. Card and Giuliano (2016) also found that the implementation of universal screening 
using a nonverbal assessment tool (NNAT) in a large Florida school district led to a statistically 
significant increase in the number of low SES, Black, Hispanic, and English language learner 
(ELL) students in schools. 
However, others have questioned the data. Lohman (2005a) reviewed the work of 
Naglieri and Ford and determined the data did not accurately represent school populations in 
general and the black and Hispanic students included in the study tended to be from higher 
socioeconomic status backgrounds. Lohman hypothesized the exclusive use of nonverbal testing 
measures could serve to increase underrepresentation of diverse groups in gifted education by 
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“failing to identify those minority or majority students who either currently exhibit academic 
excellence or who are most likely to profit from educational enrichment” (p. 26). McBee, et al., 
(2012) expressed concern that the link between verbal and nonverbal abilities was being ignored 
and nonverbal tests could be overused, stating “These authors contend that the culture-fair, 
language-independent nature of nonverbal tests has been overrated. They question the adequacy 
of pantomimed instructions to complex tasks, and they note the existence of an experimentally 
verified link between verbal (linguistic and semantic) concepts and complex nonverbal tasks, 
suggesting that these may be more closely related than is commonly believed" (p. 328).  
Researchers in assessment and testing are focusing more on test item fairness when 
developing ability assessments; however, information on the fairness is often limited by the fact 
that many researchers choose not to name specific tests in their research. Others include certain 
assessments, leaving others out of the review. As a result, there is some confusion in the 
literature about individual test recommendations for specific populations of students. A 
comprehensive review of the literature on the identification of gifted students shows most 
researchers agree multiple assessment measures must be used, especially for gifted learners from 
diverse backgrounds. (Hodges, et al., 2018; Ford, 2015; NAGC & Council for Exceptional 
Children [CEC], 2013). These assessment measures should include achievement test results, 
ability test results, observation, parent and teacher ratings, performance-based assessments, and a 
portfolio of student work, with the decision based on the preponderance of evidence rather than a 
single indicator. 
Some researchers, however, are beginning to doubt whether it is the assessment 
instrument that is causing the discrepancy. In their review of the literature from 2005 to 2016, 
Cao, Jung and Lee (2017) found a clear tendency for diverse students to be underrepresented in 
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gifted education but questioned the use of specific assessment tools as the cause of the issue.  
Cao, et al. (2017) proposed possibilities unrelated to assessment bias may exist for gaps in 
achievement of CLED students, including environmental or social factors, ability differences of 
diverse students, issues created by test administrators who may be less familiar with the tests, or 
the absence of universal screening programs. They recommend further investigation in these 
possible causes of test discrepancies, stating “Such disproportionality is problematic as it is 
closely linked to issues of inequity and injustice, which is educationally, socially and politically 
undesirable” (Cao, et al., 2017, p. 188). 
Students Living in Poverty 
 Several authors have identified significant barriers to ability-level achievement of gifted 
students from diverse backgrounds. This issue is extremely complicated and multi-faceted, and 
there is no single correct answer or “magic bullet” that will address the needs of all students. 
However, several researchers agree addressing the issue of poverty will serve to increase the 
percentage of underrepresented minority groups in gifted education (Ford, 2007; McBee et al., 
2012). The United States Census Bureau also provides data supporting this philosophy. In a 2013 
report on poverty among specific racial and Hispanic groups, the Census Bureau demonstrated 
poverty rates for people of African-American and Hispanic origin are more than double the rate 
for white Americans, lending credence to the theory that the reduction of poverty-based issues 
will increase the percentage of students who are identified as gifted learners. This rationale was 
supported by more recent research by Olszewski-Kubilius and Corwith (2018), who found low 
income students were significantly underrepresented in gifted programs, with low SES black 
students at greatest risk for lack of identification.  
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 Poverty is a pressing issue in identification of gifted students. In 2006, NAGC and the 
College of William and Mary hosted the National Leadership Conference on Low-Income 
Promising Learners to identify and discuss issues related to poverty among high-ability learners. 
Almost uniformly, all researchers who were present at the conference identified poverty as a 
significant barrier to high ability learning, beginning at birth, and described the need to 
circumvent poverty-based difficulties in the identification of gifted learners from low SES 
backgrounds (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2007).  
While children learn most in their first five years of life, students from impoverished 
backgrounds are the least likely to be enrolled in early childhood education programs, creating 
clear development gaps by the time they enter kindergarten. These gaps are exacerbated in 
students of Black or Hispanic heritage, who are more likely to be born in poverty (Hodgkinson, 
2007). Access to early childhood education programs and expert teachers who understand the 
extensive needs of children living in poverty and how best to deliver content to such students is 
critical to the success of low SES students. Administrators in high poverty schools should seek 
additional resources through public and private organizations to address specific needs of the 
learning community (including families of such children) and provide opportunities for extended 
learning, such as field trips or extracurricular programs (Kitano, 2007).  
Another issue affecting high ability children from low SES backgrounds is the current 
push for accountability and results-based education (Diorio, 2019). The push for equity of 
outcomes in education has led to inequity for high ability learners as those who could potentially 
achieve at higher levels are left to be satisfied with proficiency (Olszewski-Kubilius & 
Clarenbach, 2012). The accountability era has served to slowly decrease achievement gaps for 
many learners, but this decrease has not extended to programs for high ability students. The gap 
  
34 
 
between the ability level of gifted students and their level of achievement is widening. It is 
critical we address concerns related to poverty-based environments to adequately nurture 
students from impoverished backgrounds (VanTassel-Baska, 2015). 
Giftedness occurs in all populations of students, and it is essential to build a “total ability 
profile” (Baldwin, 2007, p. 24) for gifted learners from diverse backgrounds. According to 
Baldwin (2007), the best predictors for identification of gifted students are peer and parent 
recommendations and mathematics proficiency. Deficit thinking occurs when teachers view 
differences as deficits, disadvantages, or deviances, making it difficult for teachers to see 
students from low SES backgrounds in a positive light and often blaming the students themselves 
for their difficulty. Viewing students through a difference paradigm, rather than a deficit 
paradigm, allows consideration of environmental factors in the student’s development (Ford, 
2007).  
Nearly every researcher who was present at the National Leadership Conference on Low-
Income Promising Learners discussed early childhood education as a significant method for 
increasing the likelihood of student success in all levels, including learners who are gifted and 
talented (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2007). The overwhelming preponderance of evidence 
supports early intervention for children from ages one to four as the primary means of ending 
poverty gaps in learning. However, researchers also noted the additional supports required as 
students continue their educational careers and pointed out high poverty schools are less likely to 
offer higher level coursework, such as Advanced Placement, calculus, or physics (Anthony, 
2007).  
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Black and African-American Students 
If the issue was simply poverty, perhaps it would be a bit easier to solve. After all, we 
have many years of research in the area of poverty and education, and a good idea of what works 
and what does not. However, the issue is not nearly that simple. When discussing issues affecting 
diverse students, whether they live in poverty or are more affluent, the epidemic of 
underrepresentation in gifted programs is stark. Nationwide, students of color are far less likely 
to be identified as gifted and talented or placed in advanced level courses such as calculus or 
physics, IB programs, and AP courses, regardless of their socioeconomic status, although diverse 
students from high socioeconomic backgrounds do stand a better chance of inclusion in such 
programs. Conversely, these same students are overrepresented in low-ability special education 
programs and disciplinary programs (National Education Association [NEA], 2007). 
There are several conditions leading to underrepresentation of Black or African-
American students, including teachers’ lack of cultural awareness and lack of understanding of 
cultural differences in learning styles, teachers’ lack of understanding of characteristics of 
giftedness in diverse students, and cultural bias in testing tools (Ford, 1995). Even though more 
than sixty years have passed since Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954) resolved that 
separate schools are inherently unequal, educators are still not identifying Black and Hispanic 
students as gifted in comparable ratios to their white peers, resulting in de facto segregation in 
gifted settings (Ford 2014). This leads to underrepresentation of Black and African-American 
students. Ford (2014) recommends schools make a concerted effort to define and understand 
cultural impacts for diverse gifted students by determining equity goals for underrepresented 
groups, increased cultural awareness through teacher preparation, and conducting continual data 
analysis on underrepresented groups. 
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The issue of low participation of Black and African-American students in gifted 
programs begins with teacher referrals for gifted identification. Elhoweris, et.al, (2005) found 
teachers were more likely to recommend students for gifted screening when they were unaware 
of the race of the student, and less likely to refer if the student was identified as African-
American. Other reasons reliance on teacher referrals for gifted testing has been viewed as 
problematic in the literature include a lack of understanding of gifted characteristics in culturally 
diverse and minority students and lower expectations for students of color (Grissom & Redding, 
2016). This is exacerbated by the lack of cultural diversity in teachers of the gifted, who may not 
understand or value learning styles common to diverse children.  Another possibility is students 
may act differently in the presence of a teacher of the same race as the student than they would 
act with other teachers (Grissom & Redding, 2016). Additionally, teacher referrals are 
notoriously inaccurate, with the best predictors of giftedness in minority students coming from 
peer and parent referrals or math assessment scores rather than their teachers (Baldwin, 2007).   
Once the student has been referred for testing, the next challenge is to find nonbiased 
assessments that are culturally impartial for use in the identification of students from diverse 
populations. Although many people have pointed to nonverbal assessments as an answer to bias 
inherent in some of the more commonly used gifted intelligence assessments, others have 
countered better indicators of success in gifted programs come from assessments of verbal 
abilities and reasoning assessments (Lohman, 2005b; McBee et al., 2012). For Black and 
African-American students, the best options for a true assessment of intelligence will come from 
multiple and varied measures of intelligence that focus on students’ areas of strength. These 
assessments and other data regarding the student should be reviewed by a team of educators who 
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are familiar with cultural assessment bias and characteristics of gifted students from diverse 
populations (Grissom & Redding, 2016).  
Some researchers have proposed that perhaps the diversity gaps in gifted education 
programs are not quite as drastic as the data represents. By looking at student achievement prior 
to attending high school, Conger, Long, and Iatarola (2009) determined students’ course 
selections in eighth grade were far more predictive of inclusion and success in academically 
advanced high school programs, and when data including this parameter is reviewed it reduces or 
eliminates diversity gaps. These researchers emphasize if diversity gaps are going to be closed it 
needs to be done long before high school. Conger, et al. (2009) also found that although efforts 
to increase low SES and minority student participation in advanced coursework were successful 
in raising the number of students participating in such course work, “secular trends (or spillovers 
of these efforts to non-poor, non-minority students) have spurred faster growth for other 
students, leaving low-income and minority students further behind” (Conger, et al., 2009, p. 
574). This further strengthens their opinion that discrepancies need to be addressed in the earlier 
educational years to ensure all eligible students have access to advanced coursework in high 
school and receive the supports needed for successful participation. 
Another issue is that sometimes African-American students or their families may refuse 
admission into the gifted program due to negative peer pressure or to avoid having to “act white” 
(Oakes, Wells, & Yonezawa, 1997, p. 40). As of 2013, approximately 85% of teachers were 
Caucasian or White nationally, limiting the availability of role models for students of color. 
However, these teachers can still be effective with Black and African-America students if care is 
taken to ensure they have been trained in cultural diversity. Ford (2014) stated, “To decrease or 
eliminate inequities in gifted education, we must have educators who are not prejudiced and do 
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not discriminate, who are in tune with their biases and prejudices, and who work diligently to be 
culturally competent” (p. 148). Mentoring of African-American gifted students, especially males, 
has proven to be somewhat effective in ensuring these students receive the services they are 
qualified to receive and having their needs as gifted learners nurtured (Grantham, 2004). 
The final challenge lies in ensuring African-American students receive the gifted services 
they are entitled to receive. Gifted programming is generally reserved for students who show a 
need for a special program. If a team approach is not used at this stage, it is possible the student 
may remain in the general education setting because gifted and advanced classes are “too hard 
for them” or the students are “too disruptive” (Ford, 2014, p. 147 & 148). These varied forms of 
“microagressions” are subtle or sometimes not so subtle examples of racism that call into 
question African-American students’ ability to do high quality academic work (Ford, 2014, p. 
148). This type of thinking significantly limits options for Black and African-American students. 
English Language Learners and Students with Limited English Proficiency 
Students who have a first language other than English are also underrepresented in gifted 
education programs. Nearly 10% of the students in United States schools are English language 
learners (ELLs), and 77% of the ELL population speaks Spanish as their primary language. 
However, ELL students come from widely varied backgrounds, and some school districts have 
students who represent hundreds of different languages and dialects (NCES, 2018b). This 
presents considerable challenges not only in educating students from a wide variety of cultural 
and linguistic backgrounds but also in ensuring ELL students are receiving the gifted services to 
which they are entitled. 
Florida’s K-12 ELLs speak a wide variety of languages. Spanish is the language spoken 
most frequently by ELLs; in 2015-2016 school year 74.6% of ELLs spoke Spanish or Castilian. 
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Other common languages include Hatian/Hatian Creole, Portuguese, Arabic, and Creoles and 
Pidgins (Sugarman & Geary, 2018). The Florida 2015 Spring CELLA test results also showed 
Russian, French, Chinese/Zhongwen, Vietnamese, and Urdu as languages spoken by ELLs. 
Nearly 12% of ELLs are listed as “other” or multiple languages (FLDOE, 2015). A recent 
Census Bureau reported noted that 128 different languages are spoken in south Florida homes, 
including French, French Creole, Portuguese, Russian, Tagalog, Hebrew and German (Batista, 
2015). 
English learners face difficulties similar to other diverse groups with identification and 
program inclusion. Although the most commonly spoken language by ELLs is Spanish, it is 
important to note here that all Hispanic students are not ELLs, and all ELLs are not Hispanic. 
There are extensive differences in ELL populations in schools, but all English language learners 
face similar issues with identification for gifted services and invariably the number one 
recommendation for assessing potential giftedness in students with limited English proficiency is 
the use of nonverbal testing measures. In addition, there is disparity in underrepresentation of 
ELLs who speak specific languages. Hispanics compose the highest number of ELL students in 
public schools, but they are severely underrepresented in gifted programs. Conversely, although 
Asian populations are well-represented in ELL classrooms, they are equally well-represented in 
gifted classrooms. African-American and Native American children, while also likely to be in 
ELL programs, are less well-represented in gifted programs, and the rate for Hispanic 
identification and representation in gifted programming has remained essentially static for the 
past three decades (Harris, et al., 2009).  
This issue has become even more concerning in recent years as the Hispanic and ELL 
populations have increased in the United States, and the “majority minority” is rapidly 
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approaching, with estimates there will be no clear majority of ethnic groups in children under age 
five soon, if it hasn’t happened already (Hodgkinson, 2007). In Florida, the population of 
Caucasian children dipped below 50% in 2007 and as of 2017 was 42%. During that time period 
the Hispanic/Latino population increased from 24% to 31% (The Annie E. Casey KIDS COUNT 
Data Center, 2018). ELs currently comprise more than 11% of the school population, and this 
has been increasing in recent years. Table 2 shows the annual ELL student population in Florida 
from 2014-2019. It has become extremely important to find ways to identify ELLs and students 
with LEP with tools that address their true potential.   
Table 2 
Florida ELL School Enrollment, 2014-2019 
Year ELL Non-ELL Percentage of ELL 
Students Enrolled 
2014-2015 260,779 2,496,165 10.45 
2015-2016 273,612 2,518,622 10.86 
2016-2017 294,128 2,522,948 11.66 
2017-2018 289,096 2,544,029 11.36 
2018-2019 291,407 2,555,450 11.40 
Source. Florida Department of Education 
 A key issue in identifying gifted bilingual learners lies in understanding the process 
behind language acquisition. To develop fluent language usage, students must first develop 
speaking proficiency through development of syntax, morphology, and semantics. Second, 
students must develop language pragmatics, which involves understanding the correct word to 
use at the correct time. Researchers have shown development of language pragmatics is a better 
predictor of giftedness in English Language Learners than most other indicators, including 
formal tests of intelligence (Brice et al., 2008). These researchers recommend teachers should 
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view code switching, or alternating language between the native language and the learning 
language, as a positive indicator of the students’ ability to use communicative strategies and one 
that might indicate giftedness in English language learners. 
 Other issues in the identification of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD), LEP, and 
ELL gifted students lie in the assessment materials used to determine giftedness. The position 
statement Identifying and Serving Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Gifted Students (NAGC 
& CEC, 2013) describes several best practices to inform equitable identification of English 
language learners. The primary concern lies in the use of assessment materials that limit cultural 
bias, such as the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test (CFIT), limit verbal skill assessment, such as the 
Raven Progressive Matrices (RPM) or Naglieri Nonverbal Abilities Test (NNAT), and provide 
multiple measures of intelligence (NAGC, 2011; Shaunessy, et al., 2004). Such assessments can 
also include a combination of the objective-type instruments, such as Wechsler Intelligence 
Scale for Children (WISC), performance assessments, and rating scales or interviews conducted 
by educators familiar with representations of giftedness in LEP and linguistically diverse learners 
in a manner that ensures test reliability and validity.  In addition to culturally responsive 
assessment materials, care needs to be taken to ensure support for CLD and ELL students 
through mentoring programs, both gender- and culture-specific, forming cohorts of CLD/ELL 
students to establish support and a sense of belonging, and ensuring equitable access for high 
level and advanced curriculum for these students. 
 Finally, in order to establish CLD gifted learners in successful gifted programs, it is 
critical to build a partnership among students, teachers and other school personnel, and the 
families of CLD learners. These partnerships should be fostered by educators who have been 
educated and are familiar with ways giftedness is represented by ELs and CLD learners and 
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accessible to the families of such learners. For example, some students may fear isolation from 
their peers who may not value academic achievement, or fear being unable to achieve the 
demands they believe will arrive with the gifted label. Care should be taken to address these 
issues and may include strategies such as school-wide initiatives to change the school culture to 
honor high achievement, providing strategies to help students grapple with issues of diversity, 
and educating families about positive aspects of gifted programs for their students (Olszewski-
Kubilius & Clarenbach, 2012). 
Students with Learning and Behavior Disabilities 
 Although students with learning and behavior disabilities are underrepresented to the 
point of near nonexistence in gifted education, little research has been done in this area. In 2004, 
Karnes, Shaunessy, and Bisland noted a “paucity of research documenting the identification of 
these students” (p. 17), and minimal study has been completed since that time. Karnes and 
Shaunessy (2004) also noted that although the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) required the establishment of a Child Find service to seek and identify students with 
learning disabilities, no such requirement exists for gifted students, and although interagency 
agreements are critical in the identification and support of disabled students, assessment of 
giftedness is not supported by interagency agreements. Students who are gifted with learning 
disabilities are often called “twice-exceptional” in gifted settings, or sometimes referred to as 
“2E” students. Other authors have identified gifted students with learning disabilities as “GLD” 
or “G/LD” students. 
 Since 2004, a handful of studies have been published regarding the identification of 
gifted students with learning disabilities. In 2007, Krochak and Ryan defined gifted/learning 
disabled children as a “student of superior intellectual ability who demonstrates a significant 
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discrepancy between their level of performance in a particular academic area and their expected 
level of performance based on their intellectual ability” (p. 46) and noted that a processing deficit 
will also be present. Maddocks (2018) noted students who are gifted and have learning 
disabilities may not be identified simply because there is no agreed upon identification of gifted 
or disabled criteria. Compounding the difficulties in creating identification criteria are the many 
ways in which twice-exceptional students may present themselves, including those identified as 
gifted who may have unidentified disabilities, those identified as disabled who have unidentified 
gifted and talented traits, and those who have unidentified giftedness and unidentified disabilities 
due to their ability to achieve average classroom and test results that don’t garner attention from 
those responsible for the screening and identification of either group. This is known as the 
“masking effect” (Maddocks, 2018, p. 176).  
 Part of the difficulty in the identification of twice-exceptional students lies in the lack of 
a consistent definition for giftedness and for learning disabilities, and this lack of definition 
results in difficulty describing the meaning of twice-exceptional (Ronksley-Pavia, 2015).  These 
students are at a great disadvantage when it comes to being identified as gifted and talented or 
having a learning disability due to simple semantics. First, when we consider the definition of the 
word disability, we need to determine if we are considering a medical definition of a physical 
disability, such as hearing or vision loss or inability to physically move; an educational definition 
of disability, such as a specific learning disability; or an emotional definition of a disability, such 
as attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) or paranoid schizophrenia. Each of these 
disabilities has different representations that can sometimes mask the gifted traits in students. 
Second, we need to look critically for signs of giftedness in children and ensure assessment for 
potential giftedness occurs alongside assessment of disabilities in children. The result for most 
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twice-exceptional students is that some are identified as disabled, but not gifted; some are 
identified as gifted, but the disability is neglected; and others are identified as neither gifted nor 
disabled. The lucky few are identified as both. 
 Labeling is another important consideration when it comes to teacher referrals for 
inclusion in gifted programs. Bianco (2005) studied the effect of labels on public school general 
education and special education teachers’ perceptions by determining whether teachers would 
refer a hypothetical student for gifted services. Teachers were provided a scenario that began 
with one of three stems: A student (no label), a student with learning disabilities (LD), or a 
student with emotional and behavior disorders (EBD). Each scenario described the student 
identically, with the exception of the label inclusion for the LD and EBD groups. Teachers were 
then asked whether they would recommend the student be referred for placement in the school’s 
gifted program based on the descriptions alone. Teachers were also provided five distractor 
questions, which asked if they would refer the student for the after-school science club, sports 
programs, math tutoring, counseling services, or social skills training. Teachers ranked their 
agreement with each statement using a scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly 
disagree. 
 Perhaps unsurprisingly, Bianco (2005) discovered teachers indicated students who were 
not given a label were far more likely to be referred for inclusion in gifted education programs, 
with a total of 91% of respondents saying they agree (50%) or strongly agree (41%) these 
students should be referred for gifted services. In contrast, only 70% of respondents would agree 
(51%) or strongly agree (19%) to refer students labeled with EBD and 63% would agree (41%) 
or strongly agree (22%) to refer students labeled with LD. In addition, when comparing scores 
between general education and special education teachers, general education teachers were more 
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likely to agree or strongly agree to refer LD and EBD students for gifted services. While special 
education teachers were less likely to indicate they would refer students for inclusion in gifted 
programs, their reasoning was based on sound pedagogy for special education services, which 
operates from the perspective of weaknesses that need to be addressed. These teachers expressed 
concern that referring students to the gifted education programs would increase stress on students 
with learning or emotional disabilities, often referring to other issues that would need to be 
addressed first, such as anger management.  
 The implications of this study are important for general education, special education, and 
gifted education teachers. First, there seems to be a mismatch in the philosophies of ability from 
the groups, with general education teachers more willing to make referrals for gifted but perhaps 
misunderstanding the importance of referrals and special education teachers less willing to make 
referrals but understanding the importance of the additional supports the students would need for 
participation in the gifted program. Second, although gifted teachers were excluded from this 
study, one can guess teachers of gifted students may be more likely to focus on the strengths of 
the students, perhaps overlooking some of the supports the students might need; however, this is 
hypothetical and not supported by research at this time. Both general education and special 
education teachers should receive additional training in gifted characteristics of special 
populations students and the needs of gifted learners (Bianco, 2005).   
 The most unfortunate aspect of underrepresentation of twice-exceptional students in 
gifted programs is “overlapping exceptionalities may render them invisible as either gifted or as 
students with learning disabilities” (NAGC, 2013b, page 1). NAGC recommends comprehensive 
assessment of students with suspected learning disabilities by qualified specialists who can 
determine patterns of strengths and weaknesses in the students’ responses. They also recommend 
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Response to Intervention (RtI) teams include screening for giftedness in all referrals to tier 2 and 
tier 3 supports.  
 A recent U.S. Supreme Court case, Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District, upheld 
the right for a student to receive educational service “reasonably calculated to enable the child to 
make progress appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances” [emphasis added] (Endrew F. v. 
Douglas County School District, 2017, p. 14-15). The facts of this case seem to support the need 
to ensure twice-exceptional students receive a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) at 
the correct level for each individual student. The Endrew F. case could easily lead to additional 
resources for the identification of gifted and learning-disabled learners in the United States in 
future years. 
Gifted Education in Florida 
In the Florida State Board of Education Rules Pertaining to Exceptional Student 
Education rules for gifted education, 6A-6.03019, there is a plan in place for identification of 
students from underrepresented groups. Subsection 2 describes the Criteria for Eligibility for 
gifted education programs in Florida. Table 3 shows the rules for identification of gifted students 
in Florida. Although the Florida statute no longer addresses the issue of race or minority status, 
identifying students from low socioeconomic groups may result in de facto inclusion of such 
students in gifted education programs due to the higher proportion of minority students living in 
poverty and/or receiving services for English language learners.  
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Table 3 
Rules for Identification of Gifted Students in Florida. 
Definitions:  
(1) Gifted. One who has superior intellectual development and is capable of high performance. 
(2) Criteria for eligibility. A student is eligible for special instructional programs for the gifted if 
the student meets the criteria under paragraph (2)(a) or (b) of this rule. 
(a) The student demonstrates: (b) The student is a member of an 
underrepresented group and meets the 
criteria specified in an approved school 
district plan for increasing the participation 
of underrepresented groups in programs for 
gifted students. 
1. Need for a special program. 1. For the purpose of this rule, underrepresented 
groups are defined as groups: 
2. A majority of characteristics of gifted 
students according to a standard scale 
or checklist; and, 
a. Who are limited English proficient, or 
b. Who are from a low socio-economic status 
family. 
 
3. Superior intellectual development as 
measured by an intelligence quotient 
of two (2) standard deviations or 
more above the mean on an 
individually administered 
standardized test of intelligence. 
 
Source. Florida Administrative Code, State of Florida Department of Education 
Note. See Appendix A for the full text of Rule 6A-6.03019. 
 It is important to note here that the Florida rules for education of the gifted make 
subsection 2(b) (informally referred to as “Plan B”) an option for school districts in Florida. 
Under section 3, Procedures for Student Evaluation, subsection (d), the legislature clearly states 
that identification of gifted students “May include those evaluation procedures specified in an 
approved district plan to increase the participation of students from underrepresented groups in 
programs for the gifted” (FAC, 2002). Districts may or may not, at their own discretion, apply to 
the State Department of Education for approval of a Plan B option for identification of gifted 
students from underrepresented groups, but it is not required.  
 While the purpose of having alternative identification practices in place is to increase 
participation of students from underrepresented demographic groups in gifted programs, some of 
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the demographic groups that are most underrepresented are not included in Rule 6A-6.03019. 
Historically underrepresented groups including Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino, 
American Indian, Pacific Islander, students from two or more races, and students with disabilities 
are not included in Florida’s Plan B. Although not specifically referenced in state policy, 
Black/African American and Hispanic/Latino students are more likely to live in poverty or to be 
English language learners (NCES, 2016; Macartney, Bishaw, and Fontenot, 2013). Therefore, 
increasing representation of low SES or LEP students may have a secondary effect of decreasing 
underrepresentation in these groups. 
Florida’s Plan for Alternative Identification 
 The literature discussed in this chapter reports information that is germane to the state of 
gifted education for underrepresented groups in the United States. Florida is no exception to 
these dilemmas and faces the same challenges as other states with a few exceptions. First, unlike 
many other states, the State of Florida has a clear definition of giftedness and a plan for 
identification of gifted students (FAC, 2002). This plan also includes definitions of programming 
appropriate for gifted students and educational requirements for teachers of gifted students. 
Second, Florida has an option to create alternative identification plans for gifted students from 
underrepresented groups, specifically students from low socioeconomic groups as identified by 
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) program participation and students with Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) as determined by participation in programs for English language learners 
(FAC, 2002). This option, informally known as Plan B after the subsection of the legislation on 
gifted education, is in use in many county school districts in Florida, but not all.  
 In Florida, all districts are required to submit to the Florida Department of Education 
(FLDOE) detailed plans regarding their policies and procedures for identification, testing, and 
  
49 
 
provision of services for exceptional students. These are called ESE Policies and Procedures, 
informally referred to as SP&Ps. If a district chooses to have a plan for alternative identification 
for gifted learners with LEP or from LSES backgrounds they are required to file it with the 
SP&P as an appendix. Currently, of the 67 county school districts in Florida, 50 of them (75%) 
have an active Plan B.  
 Although Florida’s Plan B for gifted identification is a step in the right direction to 
reduce underrepresentation, it is still a work in progress. The predominant issue is that Florida’s 
alternative identification plan is an option for districts to choose, leaving underrepresented 
students from districts who choose not to participate in alternative identification programs 
without resources to support their inclusion in gifted and talented programs. Additionally, there 
are few policy studies in the effectiveness of alternative assessment programs, and those that do 
exist are limited in scope. McBee et al., (2012) reviewed data from a majority of Florida’s 
districts and determined districts with a Plan B in place were more likely to have higher numbers 
of underrepresented students in their gifted education classes than those districts that opted not to 
use the plan. These researchers applied a theoretical model and determined that districts that did 
not include Plan B identification programs could double the number of low SES students in 
gifted education in those districts if they adopted Plan B. McBee et al. (2012) noted that due to 
the small size of the study, additional research is needed to determine the efficacy of Plan B;  the 
authors further noted, “A more detailed accounting of steps taken to reduce underrepresentation 
can assist stakeholders in understanding the effectiveness of specific efforts beyond simply 
having developed an alternate identification plan” (McBee, et al., 2012, p. 339). 
 Other studies have supported the findings of McBee, et al. (2012) and concluded the use 
of alternative identification methods and universal screening has a positive effect on increasing 
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the number of underrepresented students in gifted education. Card and Giuliano (2016) studied 
the use of universal screening of all students using a nonverbal assessment and determined the 
use of such assessments can have a positive effect on the inclusion of previously overlooked 
students in gifted programs in Florida. McBee (2016) praised the researchers “for publishing a 
study that cuts right to the heart of a critical issue and that, moreover, was conducted with 
sufficient rigor to enable unambiguous interpretation of their results” (p. 132). However, he also 
noted that universal screening is cost prohibitive, which likely explains its why districts have not 
adopted universal screening more consistently. Lakin (2016) also pointed out that due to the high 
number of students referred for additional testing, teacher and parent checklists were used to 
screen students prior to additional testing, thereby reintroducing the bias the study was designed 
to prevent. 
Summary 
 Despite nearly fifty years of literature and research on the underrepresentation of 
marginalized groups in gifted education, significant gaps remain nationwide. Despite clear 
research findings that indicate steps for the development of equitable gifted programs, there is 
still a large discrepancy in the participation of low SES, minority, and LEP students in gifted 
education in Florida and nationwide. Although a wide majority of researchers agree a 
multifaceted approach must be taken to promote inclusiveness in gifted education settings, some 
disagree on exactly what steps need to be taken, and to what extent those steps should be taken. 
All, however, agree the identification of gifted students from culturally and economically diverse 
backgrounds should not be left to one test, but should instead come from a composite of 
indicators for giftedness. 
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 Areas of potential research in this area include the creation of teacher education programs 
that include best practices for identification and education of all gifted learners, and especially 
those from diverse backgrounds, increasing teacher awareness in the manifestation of gifted 
traits in students from culturally and economically diverse backgrounds, and taking a good, 
critical look at what is working. Even though the data on gifted inclusiveness seems to indicate 
rampant exclusion of CLED students, there are some instances in which gifted 
underrepresentation gaps are closing and percentages of students in gifted education programs 
closely match demographics of the larger school. Several researchers have studied such 
programs in depth in an attempt to determine how they are achieving the progress they report and 
to find ways to implement these successes in other areas (eg., Patton, Prillaman, & VanTassel-
Baska, 1990; Renzulli & Renzulli, 2010; Tomlinson, Ford, Reis, Briggs, & Strickland, 2009). 
Such research is essential in the search to find solutions for disproportionality that will minimize 
or eliminate underrepresentation in gifted and talented programs.  
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Chapter 3: Methods 
Overview 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of underrepresentation of gifted 
learners with limited English proficiency (LEP) or who are from low socioeconomic status 
(LSES) backgrounds in Florida’s public schools, determine whether representation of 
underrepresented gifted students is more proportional to the overall district population in districts 
that have a Plan B for alternative identification in place, and determine what practices, if any,  
increase the representation of gifted students from underrepresented groups in gifted programs.  
Research Questions 
 After a careful preliminary review of literature and publicly available data, I developed 
the following research questions: 
1. What is the representation of students with limited English proficiency (LEP) in gifted 
education programs in each of Florida’s sixty-seven county school districts?  
2. What is the representation of students from low-socioeconomic status (LSES) 
backgrounds in gifted education programs in each of Florida’s sixty-seven county school 
districts?  
3. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who have limited English proficiency (LEP)? 
4. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds?  
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5. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who have limited English proficiency (LEP)? 
6. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds?  
These research questions can be thought of as three questions with two study populations: 
students with limited English proficiency (LEP) and students from low socioeconomic status 
(LSES) backgrounds. Each question is specific to one of these populations. Questions one 
through six are closely related but allow for different insights about representation rates for LEP 
students and students from LSES backgrounds.  
Rationale and Procedures for Mixed Method Study 
 In determining the extent of disproportionality and underrepresentation for students with 
LEP and students from LSES backgrounds in gifted education programs in Florida school 
districts, I conducted a mixed method study that included data review. Brantlinger, Jiminez, 
Klingner, Pugach, and Richardson (2005) define qualitative research as “a systematic approach 
to understanding qualities, or the essential nature, of a phenomenon within a particular context” 
(p. 195). In this study, I sought to determine the ways implementation of a Plan B policy does or 
does not affect the phenomenon of underrepresented students from LSES backgrounds and 
students with LEP in the context of Florida public school districts. In my study, I analyzed 
quantitative demographic data to determine the representation rates of students from 
underrepresented populations in gifted education programs. Then I compared representation rates 
to strategies included in Plan B documents to determine the effectiveness of each strategy in 
reducing underrepresentation and establishing proportionality in gifted education programs in 
Florida’s county school districts.  
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The specific format of this study is a mixed method study that utilized qualitative 
elements similar to a collective case study with cross case analysis. Yin (2013) describes the case 
study as “in-depth inquiry into a specific and complex phenomenon (the ‘case’), set within its 
real-world context” (p. 321) and further clarifies that case studies “should not be limited to the 
case in isolation but should examine the likely interaction between the case and its context” (p. 
321). According to Stake (1978), the case study is a form of qualitative research that allows the 
researcher to create generalizations that are naturalistic – that is, generalizations that are 
discovered through “recognizing the similarities of objects and issues in and out of context and 
by sensing the natural covariations of happenings” (p. 6). Stake believes such generalization is 
both “intuitive and empirical” (p.6). Brantlinger et al. (2005) counter that the purpose of 
qualitative research is not to generalize “but rather to produce evidence based on the exploration 
of specific contexts and particular individuals” (p. 203), allowing readers to see similarities to 
their own situations and apply knowledge to their own circumstances.  
Although this study is not a case study in the true sense of the word, the qualitative 
portion of my study (Plan B analysis) can be viewed somewhat as a case study because each 
school district is an individual case. This made it possible for me to effectively combine 
qualitative and quantitative methods in the study. In this manner, the case study approach, 
although not ordinarily used in a quantitative study, is an appropriate method to use to create in-
depth understanding of representation levels of diverse groups in individual districts and to 
determine the effectiveness of specific strategies used to identify and serve underrepresented 
students across districts.  
I conducted this study through the lens of a pragmatic paradigm, which “focuses on ‘what 
works’ rather than what might be considered absolutely and objectively ‘true’ or ‘real’” (Weaver, 
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2018, p. 1). The pragmatic paradigm is suitable for my research study because it allows for a 
focus on real-world educational and social issues and methods that can be used to transform 
these issues. I viewed the data through the lens of an inclusive definition of giftedness, which 
holds that giftedness is found in all races and ethnicities, and critical theory, which provides a 
basis for research that is “practical and not abstract empiricist by orientation” and “normative, 
that is, its results should indicate what ought to be” (Poutanen and Kovalainen, 2012, p. 241). 
Thus, this research was conducted under a pragmatic paradigm as a mixed method study with 
elements of case study including cross case analysis.  
Rationale for Study 
In this study, I sought to determine the current extent of representation of students with 
limited English proficiency (LEP) and students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) 
backgrounds in the state of Florida and what practices, if any, were working in Florida districts 
to reduce underrepresentation. Although certain racial groups are significantly underrepresented 
in Florida and the nation, I chose to focus on students with LEP and students from LSES 
backgrounds because these populations are specifically addressed in Florida state statute for 
gifted education (Florida Department of State, 2007). In Florida, ELLs are students who are 
currently receiving language learning services. The LEP label encompasses students who are 
currently learning English (ELLs), students who have been released from services within the last 
two years and are being monitored to ensure their success, students who are eligible for services 
but are not receiving services, and students who enrolled in the last ten days and are waiting for 
language assessment. Florida’s plan for gifted education identifies students with LEP and 
students from LSES backgrounds for Plan B, so I included these two populations in my study.  
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Data Sources 
Data collected in this study was an aggregation of publicly available enrollment data 
from the Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) Edstats Portal. No individual student data 
were collected in this study. Enrollment data were collected for all 67 county school districts in 
Florida. Data were not collected from special school districts such as Florida Virtual School or 
the university-based lab schools. Because these special school districts are composed of selective 
schools with specific criteria for admission, they do not meet the criteria for this study, which 
focuses on public school systems open to all students who provide state-mandated gifted 
services. County school districts were included in the study because they provide public 
educational services to all students residing in the county regardless of application criteria. 
The other data source for this study was the ESE Policies and Procedures (SP&Ps) 
document collection found on the Florida Bureau of Exceptional Education and Student Services 
(BEESS) website. Each Florida school district is required to file policies and procedures for 
services and specialized instruction for exceptional student education every three years. When 
districts choose to implement an alternative plan for gifted identification, it is filed in Appendix 
C of the SP&P. These are publicly available for review. I downloaded all current alternative 
identification plans from this website and performed a detailed analysis of each plan. 
Analysis Procedures 
The study involved three phases: 1) calculation of representation indexes, 2) analysis of 
district policy documents specifying the alternative identification plan for each district, and 3) 
comparison of representation rates for districts with Plan B and districts without Plan B. The 
purpose of the first analysis phase was to determine the current rates of representation and 
corresponding underrepresentation in Florida school districts. The purpose of phase two was to 
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determine which districts included an alternative plan for identification of gifted students from 
underrepresented groups (Plan B) with required ESE Policies and Procedures. The purpose of the 
third phase of analysis was to compare representation rates in districts with Plan B to districts 
without Plan B to determine if the existence of a Plan B document reduces underrepresentation.  
In the first phase, I downloaded the enrollment data from the Florida Edstats Portal for 
each of the sixty-seven county school districts in Florida. I then analyzed the enrollment data for 
all county school districts to determine the representation index for students who are from low 
socioeconomic status (LSES) backgrounds and students with limited English proficiency (LEP). 
This analysis allowed me to answer research questions one and two. In the second phase of the 
study, I reviewed state-required ESE Policies and Procedures (SP&Ps) to determine which 
districts had an active Plan B on file. This data allowed me to compare the representation rates of 
students with LEP and students from LSES backgrounds in districts that filed a Plan B to 
districts that did not file a Plan B for phase three of the study. 
Rationale and Procedures for Data Collection 
 Phase 1: Enrollment Data Collection Process  
Data Collection: Students from Low SES Backgrounds 
 I began my analysis by downloading the enrollment data for each of Florida’s sixty-seven 
county school districts sorted by socioeconomic status and gifted status. Socioeconomic status is 
determined by whether the student receives free or reduced lunch (FRL). This category is termed 
“economically disadvantaged” in the Edstats Portal. I downloaded data for each county school 
district individually, then I calculated the total number of students in each district annually for 
the years 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19 to determine the number of students 
considered economically disadvantaged, the number of gifted students, the number of 
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economically disadvantaged gifted students, and the percentage of students from each of these 
categories. Once I finished calculating the annual data, I determined the mean data for the five-
year period. I reported the mean over five years in my findings.  
 After I finished this basic data analysis, I calculated gap data by subtracting the 
percentage of students from LSES backgrounds who are gifted from the percentage of students 
from LSES backgrounds in the school. Gap data simply shows the distance between the overall 
percentage of students from LSES backgrounds in the district and the percentage of students 
from LSES backgrounds identified as gifted. In this manner, I hoped to show the distance 
between the overall representation and the representation of economically disadvantaged 
students in gifted programs. However, I quickly realized that gap data would not be very useful 
to determine representation rates. Gap data did not show the number of students in each 
subgroup effectively and did not provide a good basis for comparison with districts of different 
sizes. School districts in Florida vary in size considerably, from tiny Jefferson County with a 
mean of 784 students per year over the last five years to the extremely large Miami-Dade County 
with a mean of 355,340 students over the last five years. A gap of 20% might be huge in one 
district but approaching proportionality in another when the number of students in each group is 
considered.  
 The second issue with gap data is that it was difficult to show the mean or a trend over 
five years. This is because the gaps changed from year to year. While a district may have closed 
a gap one year, the next year the gap may have reopened or even increased as students moved 
out of the district and others moved in. I could show how each district changed over five years, 
but because my goal was to determine the overall status of representation and 
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underrepresentation of students from LSES backgrounds and/or with LEP identified as gifted in 
the State of Florida I needed to find a better way to summarize the data.  
 I determined the best way of showing proportionality gaps was to determine the 
representation index (RI) for each category. The RI is calculated by dividing the percentage of 
gifted students from a category by the overall percentage of students in that category in the 
district. The resulting number shows the percentage of students from that category who are 
represented in gifted programs. The RI is inversely proportional to gap data – higher 
representation gaps show a lower RI; higher RI shows a lower gap. The RI is less sensitive to the 
size of the district and allowed me to make effective comparisons from district to district. It 
demonstrates the representative proportion of students from each category enrolled in gifted 
programs as compared to the overall percentage of students from the category. It is important to 
note that the RI does not show the percentage of students from the category enrolled in gifted 
programs but rather the percentage of the students in the category compared to the overall school 
population.  
Data Collection: Students with Limited English Proficiency 
 After I calculated the representation rates for economically disadvantaged students for all 
Florida county school districts, I turned to the data for English language learners (ELLs). I used 
the same procedure to download the data and calculate representation rates for ELLs in Florida 
county school districts. When I began to look at the Plan B documentation for Florida districts, I 
discovered that my data did not match the data that districts were reporting in their plans. It took 
me a bit to figure out that the data reported by districts in Plan B documents included all LEP 
populations. When I started, I did not realize that there was a difference in reporting for ELL and 
LEP.  
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  Plan B specifically covers students from LSES backgrounds and students with LEP. 
While ELLs are included in the LEP category, there are additional categories of language 
learning that are also considered LEP. In the State of Florida, several codes are used to identify 
students in various stages of language acquisition. Students who are English learners have the 
code LY in their language status field. When students demonstrate language proficiency, they are 
dismissed from receiving instruction as an English learner and moved to a regular English 
language classroom. At this time, the code in the language status field is changed to LF, which 
refers to the two-year follow-up period in which students are monitored to ensure that they 
maintain English proficiency without actively receiving services. Once students have 
demonstrated proficiency for two years after dismissal from active services, the language code is 
changed to LZ, indicating that the student no longer needs language support. Table 4 summarizes 
types of codes and their meanings. 
Florida rule 6A-6.03019 for gifted education allows for students with limited English 
proficiency to be included in alternative plans for identification of students. This status includes 
the codes LF, LN, LP, and LY. The only code that is not included in Plan B is LZ because 
students are no longer in need of services and therefore not considered to have a language deficit. 
On my first pass with the data analysis, I did not realize that the ELL data I downloaded from the 
Edstats Portal only included students with the LY designation. After learning this, I went back to 
the Portal and downloaded the data again, this time extrapolated by LEP code and gifted status.  
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Table 4 
Florida Student Information System Codes for Limited English Proficiency. 
Language 
Learner Code 
Description 
LF Former English language learner (ELL) in the two-year follow-up/supervision 
period after discharge from actively receiving services. 
LN English language learner not currently receiving services. This code is not 
currently in use in any of the district or state data. 
LP Potential English language learner. This code is used when a parent answers 
“yes” that another language is spoken at home on the home language survey. 
Districts are required to assess such students within ten days of the student 
entering school. 
LY English language learner currently receiving services. This is the only code 
recognized in Florida for the ELL designation. 
LZ Former English language learner who has been released from ELL services 
and no longer requires follow-up. This code designates that the student 
received services for English Speakers of Other Languages in the past. The 
code is often accompanied by a date to identify when the student was released 
from service. 
ZZ Student who has never received services for English language learners. This 
code is usually used for native English speakers. 
Source. FLDOE Office of Education Information and Accountability Services (EIAS) and the 
Bureau of Student Achievement through Language Acquisition (SALA), 2013-2014.  
 
 When analyzing the data for students with LEP, I decided to group them into three 
categories. The first category was ELLs. I included this category for two reasons: first, I had 
already completed an analysis of the ELL populations in all 67 Florida county school districts 
before I realized that it didn’t provide all of the information I needed, and it seemed a shame to 
waste that data. Second, I thought it would be interesting to see if there was a difference between 
representation rates for students currently receiving services and other LEP students. The second 
category of my data collection included all LEP students (LF, LP, LY). I did not include code 
LN in this category, even though it is technically included in Plan B, because there were no 
students in any district or in the state data identified with that code. Students who fall into the 
LEP category are eligible for alternative identification plans in districts that choose to use them. 
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This second category of students with LEP (LF, LP, and LY), plus students from LSES 
backgrounds were the populations I originally intended to study.  
As I continued my analysis, I realized that it might be beneficial to analyze a third 
category of data related to LEP students that included students who had previously received LEP 
services. I decided to create an additional category for current and former LEP students (LF, LP, 
LY, LZ). My rationale for including this final category was based on research by Lindo (2018) 
that identified a faster rate of language learning in gifted ELLs according to total scale scores on 
the Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment (CELLA), a test that measures 
language acquisition rates for all English learners in Florida annually. Based on Lindo’s 
conclusions, I reasoned that it might be informative to include the data on former English 
learners (LZ) because they may have gained English proficiency during the gifted identification 
process. I was not able to determine whether students were identified through Plan A or Plan B 
in publicly available enrollment data, so data collected for this category does not identify 
whether the student was identified while in the process of language development or after the 
student was dismissed from services. 
 In the Edstats Portal data, if the number of students in the category is less than ten, a 
double asterisk (**) is used to prevent accidental identification of individual students. If there are 
no students in a category, a period (.) is entered. Since the individual categories of the LEP 
spectrum were very narrow, in some cases I was unable to ascertain the exact number of students 
in the population. However, in most cases I was able to provide accurate data for analysis simply 
by subtracting the known data. Because I analyzed the ELL (LY) data first, I had a known 
sample to use for data calculation when required. Table 5 shows a sample of data collected from 
the Edstats Portal for Hamilton County for the 2014-15 school year.  
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Table 5 
Sample LEP Data. 
Gifted Status English Language Learner Code 2014-2015 # of 
Students 
Gifted ZZ 12 
 
Non−Gifted 
LF ** 
LY 165 
LZ . 
ZZ 1,567 
 Note. Data source Florida Edstats Portal, 2019. 
 The total K-12 district population of Hamilton County in 2014-15 was 1,748. In 2014-15, 
there were no students with limited English proficiency enrolled in gifted programs. This is 
identified by the code ZZ in the table, which refers to students who have never received LEP 
services. The (.) in the LZ data category (former LEP students no longer receiving services) 
indicates 0 students. The total number of students in the remaining categories is 1,744. I then 
subtracted the number of students in the chart from the total number of students to determine that 
there were four students within the two-year follow-up in Hamilton County in 2014-15. Using 
this approach, I was able to determine the number and percentage of students from each category 
in most districts. I was unable to calculate mean LEP rates (codes LF, LN, LP, and LY) for 
Bradford, Franklin, Madison, Taylor, Wakulla, and Washington counties and the mean ELL 
representation rates (code LY) for Bradford, Taylor, Union, and Wakulla counties. In most cases 
this was largely irrelevant as the districts had no students in these categories who were gifted. 
The exception to this is Franklin County, in which the percentage of all current and former LEP 
students is calculated based on data from 2014-15 and 2015-16. Appendix C shows the mean RI 
for all LEP categories.  
Phase 2: Plan B Data 
Next, I downloaded each individual Plan B from the Florida Department of Education 
(FLDOE) Bureau of Exceptional Education and Student Services (BEESS) website. For the 
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purposes of this dissertation, I only examined the plan for the most recent school year available 
(2018-2019). After retrieving all Plan B data, I proceeded with a structured review of each plan. I 
conducted three distinctly separate qualitative analyses of the plans. 
In the first analysis, I read through each district’s alternative plan for identification of 
students from underrepresented groups and summarized my findings in an Excel spreadsheet. In 
this first reading of the Plan B documents, I used a deductive coding process to identify the most 
common factors that should be included in a plan for alternative identification. I identified these 
factors through review of current literature indicating best practices for identification of students 
from underrepresented groups in gifted education programs. For example, the National 
Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) recommends the use of multiple assessment criteria for 
identification including the use of tests, assessments, standardized tests, and grades among a 
variety of identification tools, but none as an exclusive measure. Additionally, NAGC 
recommends the use of inclusionary rather than exclusionary practices, such as checklists for use 
by teachers, parents, and families; professional development for educational staff; the use of 
work samples for evaluation; and a combination of formal and informal assessments (NAGC, 
2011; NAGC, 2015b).   
Following this process, I identified the common factors found in alternative identification 
plans: universal screening, nomination or referral for screening and/or testing, checklist of gifted 
characteristics, matrix of gifted eligibility requirements, portfolios, and criteria for 
recommendation for screening or eligibility testing, and Plan B eligibility criteria. I included the 
names of the assessments mentioned to determine if there was variety in the type of assessments 
used.  
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I then switched my approach to an inductive process and on my second pass through the 
plans I included factors found in the district plans that I had not considered originally. By the end 
of the first evaluation of Plan B documents, in addition to the categories recognized through 
deductive analysis, I identified the following categories for inclusion in the spreadsheet: 
universal records review, team approach in the screening/eligibility process, the person 
responsible for the screening and/or eligibility process, modified intelligence quotient (IQ) score, 
professional development requirements for educators or administrators, and specific gifted 
characteristics identified in plan. I also included a column titled “other” for factors that did not fit 
into any of the above categories. 
Next, I used the MaxQDA software to conduct a second inductive coding process to 
identify themes that emerged from the data. This helped me to identify specific examples that 
differed in each category identified in my first analysis. It also showed places where my initial 
analysis had not been clear or was lacking in detail. For example, after my second pass through 
the data, I identified the inclusion of a modified IQ requirement as a plan strategy. The MaxQDA 
software allowed me to see the wide variety of IQ requirements included in the plans. I identified 
nine specific modified IQ allowances through the MaxQDA software: 112 (n=2), 115 (n=24), 
116 (n=2), 118 (n=3), 119 (n=1), 120 (n=4), 122 (n=1), top 15% of local norms (n=1), and 130 
(n=2). I included each of these IQ modifications in the spreadsheet and noted the number of 
districts using them. I did not include districts using a “modified” IQ requirement of 130 because 
this is the stated requirement for gifted education in Plan A. While the MAXQDA software was 
helpful in allowing me to identify additional categories, it did not ultimately provide the most 
effective way to analyze the data in each plan, most likely because I used the software to analyze 
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the data included in the spreadsheet rather than uploading all 50 Plan B documents to the 
software.  
 Following this second inductive coding process, I went back and reviewed each district 
Plan B again for elements I may have missed or misunderstood in my first reading. At that time, 
I used a structural coding process to identify more detailed information from the plans but did 
not add additional categories. According to Saldaña (2016), a structural coding process can be 
used as a categorization technique for qualitative data while allowing for the possibility of 
quantitative analysis as well, such as frequency data. During this third and final reading of the 
Plan B documents, I viewed the plans almost as if I were reviewing data from interview 
participants. I updated the spreadsheet with more specific examples included in the plan, often 
copying and pasting exact verbiage from the document. In my first and second pass, I may have 
stated that a component was “not identified” or “not included” in the plan or may have simply 
answered “yes” if the strategy was included in the Plan. For example, in the category referencing 
school-based teams I added the information that was included in the plan in this final reading, 
regardless of what it showed, such as “School-based Child Study Team comprised of referring 
teacher, teacher of the gifted, and principal or designee,” or “Use of school-based team for 
screening and/or eligibility not described in plan.” This allowed me a better understanding of the 
main components of the plans for my final round of coding and allowed me to refine codes based 
on the more specific details found in the second review. Table 6 shows the themes and categories 
identified in the Plan B analysis.  
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Table 6 
Themes and Categories Identified in Plan B Analysis. 
 
Themes 
C
a
te
g
o
ri
es
 
Screening factors Eligibility factors Educator factors 
universal screening gifted characteristics checklist team approach 
universal record review gifted eligibility matrix professional development 
nomination or referral student portfolio ongoing plan review 
 modified IQ requirement 
 
 alternative assessment (all types 
of assessment) 
 
 nonverbal assessment 
 
 native language/culture fair 
assessment 
 
  
When I finished the qualitative analysis of the plans, I tabulated the frequency data for 
each strategy. At that time, I added a final category for the number of strategies used. For this 
category, I looked at the number of strategies described in the plans. There were fifteen possible 
strategies included in my analysis, with the Nomination/Referral category divided into three 
sections: nomination/referral required, nomination/referral not required but permitted, and 
nomination/referral required only if screening score not met; and alternative assessment divided 
into alternative assessment (unidentified), nonverbal assessment, and native language or culture 
fair assessment. I divided the “number of strategies used” category by one to five strategies in 
use, six to ten strategies in use, and eleven to fifteen strategies in use. This allowed me to 
compare representation rates in districts that had more strategies for screening and identification 
in place to districts that had fewer strategies to determine if the number of strategies affected 
representation rates.  
Although the individual strategies described in Plan B documents were not included in 
this study, the Plan B analysis was necessary to determine that districts indicating the use of Plan 
B actually used strategies for alternative identification. For example, two districts (Lafayette and 
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Madison) identified a minimum IQ score of 130 for identification for gifted students in their Plan 
B documents. However, this is the minimum score set under Plan A. Because of this, I 
considered eliminating the data from these districts from the Plan B district analysis data. 
However, these districts did describe other strategies for alternative identification of gifted 
students from underrepresented groups that are considered best practices by the NAGC. 
Therefore, these districts were retained as Plan B districts in the data analysis. Plan B document 
analysis also allowed me to determine which populations were included in the plan. While 50 
districts filed Plan B with the ESE SP&Ps, only 48 included students from LSES backgrounds in 
the plan. Hardee and Lafayette counties employed alternative identification practices only for 
students with LEP. All 50 plans described strategies for identification of students with LEP. 
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Chapter 4: Findings  
 The results of my study show that underrepresentation exists in most school districts in 
Florida. However, there were wide differences in representation rates from district to district, 
with some districts approaching proportionality for some populations and others showing 0.0% 
representation of students with LEP or from LSES backgrounds. In this study, I first determined 
the current rates of representation of students from low socioeconomic status (LSES) 
backgrounds and students with limited English proficiency (LEP). Both populations are 
underrepresented in Florida schools. Then I reviewed district plans for identification of learners 
from underrepresented groups in Florida (LEP and LSES) to determine what districts were using 
alternative plans (Plan B) to identify students from underrepresented groups. Finally, I compared 
the mean representation indexes for the most recent five school years (2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-
17, 2017-18, and 2018-19) to determine if there were differences in representation rates of 
underrepresented students in districts with Plan B compared to districts without Plan B. 
Findings: Research Questions 1 and 2 
1. What is the representation of English language learners in gifted education programs in 
each of Florida’s 67 county school districts?  
2. What is the representation of students from low-socioeconomic backgrounds in gifted 
education programs in each of Florida’s 67 county school districts?  
For the first two research questions, I reviewed the total representation rates of English 
language learners and students from low socioeconomic status in each of Florida’s 67 county 
school districts. As discussed in chapter 3, I calculated the gifted representation rates of English 
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learners who are currently receiving language instruction (ELL), students who are eligible to 
receive services or who are in monitoring status after receiving services (LEP), and students who 
are currently included in LEP status or have previously been included in this status 
(Current/Former LEP). I also calculated the gifted representation rates for students from LSES 
backgrounds. To determine representation rates, I calculated the representation index (RI) for 
each underrepresented group. The RI is calculated by dividing the percentage of students from 
the category in gifted programs in the district by the total percentage of students from the 
category in the district. The resulting number identifies the proportion of students from each 
category enrolled in gifted programs as compared to the total percentage of students from each 
category enrolled in the district.  
In this study, the mean representation index (RI) refers to the average percentage of 
representation for each study population in gifted education programs in Florida for the last five 
years. A mean representation index of 0.45 indicates that 45% of the expected percentage of 
students from the population are enrolled in gifted education programs. Perfect proportionality 
occurs when the representation index is 100%. Over-representation occurs when the 
representation index is greater than 100%.  
Descriptive statistics for each category of students (ELL, LEP, Current/Former LEP, and 
LSES) are shown in table 7. Mean representation indexes over the last five years for each 
demographic group included in the study are shown in Table 8. I used this data to answer the 
first two research questions regarding current representation rates for students with LEP and 
students from LSES backgrounds in the State of Florida, both of whom are addressed in Plan B. 
There were wide differences in the representation rates of students from underrepresented 
groups. The mean RI for students who are ELLs was 3.07%, but representation indexes ranged 
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from 0.00% in 31 districts to 70.26 percent, with only four districts demonstrating an RI over 
10% for ELLs. In the second category, students with LEP, 16 districts had 0.00% representation, 
with a mean RI of 8.02% and a range of 0.00% to 66.34%. Only two districts showed more than 
50% representation of students with LEP, and 19 had an RI greater than 10%. In the third 
category, Current and Former Students with LEP, the mean representation index was 24.00% 
with a range of 0.00% to 100.00%. 14 districts had 0.00% representation and seven districts had 
greater than 50% representation with two in the equity index range of greater than 80%. For 
students from LSES backgrounds, only one district had 0.00% representation, but this district 
had no gifted students at all in the last four school years. Results ranged from 0.00% to 98.19%, 
with two districts demonstrating representation within the equity range of 80% or higher. Only 
21 districts had an RI of less than 50% for LSES students.  
Table 7  
Descriptive Statistics for Representation Indexes of Underrepresented Groups in Gifted 
Education Programs, All Florida County School Districts. 
Category N Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
ELL 67 0.00 0.7026 0.0307 0.0914 6.389 45.726 
LEP 67 0.00 0.6634 0.0802 0.1157 3.483 14.793 
Current/  
Former LEP 
67 0.00 1.0013 0.2400 0.2176 1.197 1.792 
LSES 67 0.00 0.9819 0.5529 0.1658 -0.331 1.218 
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Table 8 
Mean Representation Indexes of Diverse Groups in Gifted Programs, 2014-15 through 2018-19 
School Years 
District  Mean n – 
All 
Students in 
District  
Representation Index (RI) 
ELL/Gifted  LEP/Gifted  Current & 
Former 
LEP/Gifted  
LSES  
Alachua 29,418 0.0623 0.1287 0.2003 0.3457 
Baker 5,010 0.7026 0.6634 0.6274 0.5029 
Bay 27,931 0.0000 0.0135 0.1568 0.6082 
Bradford 3,204 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5432 
Brevard 73,139 0.0188 0.0959 0.3721 0.6382 
Broward 270,025 0.0493 0.2014 0.5641 0.5722 
Calhoun 2,215 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.7159 
Charlotte 16,006 0.0000 0.0681 0.1192 0.5314 
Citrus 15,345 0.0000 0.1178 0.2428 0.5628 
Clay 37,062 0.1309 0.2504 0.4163 0.7794 
Collier 46,379 0.0256 0.0878 0.4590 0.7632 
Columbia 10,152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4631 
Desoto 4,855 0.0000 0.0564 0.4110 0.5212 
Dixie 2,158 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.7782 
Duval 129,428 0.0474 0.1337 0.3574 0.4590 
Escambia 40,408 0.0000 0.0394 0.3271 0.5465 
Flagler 12,933 0.0000 0.1211 0.2799 0.6502 
Franklin 1,305 0.0000 0.0000 - 0.7798 
Gadsden 5,584 0.0000 0.0219 0.2404 0.6535 
Gilchrist 2,710 0.0000 0.1356 0.1290 0.4578 
Glades 1,678 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.7922 
Gulf 1,943 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5386 
Hamilton 1,687 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5932 
Hardee* 5,206 0.0000 0.0351 0.3517 0.7569 
Hendry 7,262 0.0305 0.0854 0.2691 0.6101 
Hernando 22,362 0.0000 0.0329 0.1543 0.7260 
Highlands 12,342 0.0000 0.0379 0.1729 0.5941 
Hillsborough 214,225 0.1504 0.2217 0.4128 0.6179 
Holmes 3,301 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.9819 
Indian River 17,919 0.0057 0.0262 0.1259 0.4419 
Jackson 6,705 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3293 
Jefferson 784 0.2237 0.6040 1.0014 0.8557 
Lafayette* 1,240 0.0557 0.0520 0.0520 0.2684 
Lake 42,850 0.0163 0.0688 0.2091 0.6096 
Lee 92,199 0.0044 0.0308 0.2665 0.5889 
Leon 33,923 0.0136 0.0896 0.2565 0.2041 
Levy 5,503 0.0176 0.0827 0.1702 0.5237 
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Table 8 (continued) 
Mean Representation Indexes of Diverse Groups in Gifted Programs, 2014-15 through 2018-
19 School Years 
District  Mean n – 
All 
Students in 
District  
Representation Index (RI) 
ELL/Gifted  LEP/Gifted  Current & 
Former 
LEP/Gifted  
LSES  
Liberty 1,403 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Madison 2,682 0.0000 0.0000 0.7135 0.3803 
Manatee 48,679 0.0230 0.0645 0.3002 0.5874 
Marion 42,881 0.0171 0.0549 0.1260 0.5998 
Martin 18,941 0.0023 0.0258 0.1526 0.3790 
Miami-Dade 355,430 0.0701 0.2324 0.7298 0.7560 
Monroe 8,515 0.0353 0.1480 0.2792 0.7720 
Nassau 11,598 0.0000 0.0382 0.3662 0.3700 
Okaloosa 31,137 0.0000 0.0053 0.0810 0.2703 
Okeechobee 6,440 0.0088 0.0321 0.1722 0.5056 
Orange 200,643 0.0343 0.1298 0.8148 0.5432 
Osceola 63,756 0.0265 0.1167 0.5386 0.7892 
Palm Beach 191,260 0.0290 0.0044 0.0072 0.3624 
Pasco 72,218 0.0113 0.0597 0.3684 0.5823 
Pinellas 102,607 0.0330 0.0949 0.1737 0.4269 
Polk 102,697 0.0182 0.0795 0.2554 0.5917 
Putnam 11,130 0.0139 0.0572 0.3996 0.6161 
St. Johns 38,501 0.0155 0.0786 0.1521 0.4964 
St. Lucie 40,560 0.0165 0.0700 0.2324 0.6981 
Santa Rosa 27,403 0.0257 0.1295 0.2207 0.4802 
Sarasota 42,620 0.0194 0.0845 0.2771 0.4052 
Seminole 67,430 0.0295 0.1485 0.1501 0.5127 
Sumter 8,586 0.0000 0.0409 0.3294 0.5911 
Suwannee 6,049 0.0000 0.0292 0.3054 0.5804 
Taylor 2,884 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5297 
Union 2,349 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4768 
Volusia 62,806 0.0436 0.1245 0.3315 0.5498 
Wakulla 5,143 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3856 
Walton 9,154 0.0294 0.0247 0.0186 0.4138 
Washington 3,334 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.4854 
Note. (Florida Edstats Portal database, 2019). All data represents the mean of enrollment data 
from the 2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years.  
- indicates data set too small to calculate. 
* indicates Plan B for LEP only. 
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Findings: Research Questions 3, 4, 5, and 6 
 In the next phase of data analysis, I compared the representation rates of districts with 
Plan B to districts without Plan B. I used this analysis to answer the following research 
questions:  
3. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who are English language learners (ELLs)? 
4. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that have an active Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low SES backgrounds?  
5. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students who are English language learners (ELLs)? 
6. What is the extent of underrepresentation in Florida districts that do not have a Plan B 
for identification of gifted students from low SES backgrounds?  
Using the data in table 8, I reviewed the level of representation for each category of the 
study populations (ELL, LEP, current and former LEP, and LSES) to determine the level of 
underrepresentation for each group. A representation index of less than one (100%) indicates 
underrepresentation. However, exact proportionality is not likely to occur in any population. I 
considered a minimum RI of 80% to be equitable representation and RI between 70% and 80% 
to be approaching proportionality. No districts were near proportionality for ELL and LEP 
students, but three districts were approaching proportionality for current and former LEP (see 
Table 9) students and thirteen districts were approaching proportionality for students from LSES 
backgrounds (see Table 10).   
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Table 9 
Representation Rates in Districts Demonstrating Near Proportionality with Current and Former 
LEP Students. 
District 
Mean % of Current and 
Former LEP Students 
(district) 
Mean RI % of Current and 
Former LEP Students in 
Gifted Programs 
Plan B Status 
Jefferson 42 100 Yes 
Miami-Dade 48 73 Yes 
Orange 21 81 Yes 
 
Table 10 
Representation Rates for Districts Demonstrating Near Proportionality with Students from LSES 
Backgrounds. 
District 
Mean % of LSES 
Students (district) 
Mean RI % of LSES 
Students in Gifted 
Programs 
Plan B Status 
Calhoun* 58 72 No 
Clay 43 78 Yes 
Collier 62 76 Yes 
Dixie* 80 78 No 
Franklin* 66 78 No 
Glades* 47 79 No 
Hardee** 67 76 No 
Hernando 62 73 Yes 
Holmes 56 98 Yes 
Jefferson 71 86 Yes 
Miami-Dade 70 76 Yes 
Monroe 53 77 Yes 
Osceola 57 79 Yes 
*No Plan B 
**Indicates Plan B for LEP only 
Thirteen districts had near-proportional rates for students from LSES backgrounds (19%). 
Of these districts, eight of the 50 Plan B districts had near proportional results for LSES students 
(16%) and five of the 17 districts without Plan B had near proportional results (29%).  
Although the data was not analyzed geographically, the data did demonstrate the 
underrepresentation was more likely to occur in smaller districts, many of which are rural. 
Fifteen districts showed 0.00% representation of gifted students in any phase of language 
acquisition (ELL, LEP, or Current & Former LEP). Of these districts, 14 of the 15 had fewer 
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than 10,000 students. However, 12 of the 15 districts did not have a Plan B on file, so it is 
difficult to determine if the lack of representation is a function of district size or intentional 
planning for gifted services. Students from LSES backgrounds were represented at higher rates 
in all counties and equally well-represented in smaller districts; of the 22 districts with fewer 
than 10,000 students, only one districts had 0.00% representation of LSES students, and this 
district had no gifted students at all. Six of the smaller districts had representation rates greater 
than 70.00% for students from LSES backgrounds, and 14 of the 22 had rates greater than 
50.00%. With the exception of the one district that had 0.00% representation, scores ranged from 
20.41% to 98.19%. 
The inverse of the representation index indicates the level of underrepresentation. For 
example, a district with 45% representation has an underrepresentation rate (UR) of 55%. Table 
11 shows the current extent of underrepresentation in Florida.  
Table 11 
Extent of Representation and Underrepresentation of ELL, LEP, Current and Former LEP, and 
LSES Students in Florida School Districts, 2014-15 through 2018-19. 
 All Districts  Districts with 
Plan B 
 Districts 
Without Plan B 
Population RI% UR%  RI% UR%  RI% UR% 
ELL 3.07 96.93  4.05 95.95  0.20 99.80 
LEP 8.02 91.98  9.99 90.01  2.23 97.77 
Current/Former LEP 24.00 76.00  28.69 71.31  9.34 90.66 
LSES 55.29 44.71  57.28 42.72  50.25 49.75 
Note. RI refers to representation index; UR refers to underrepresentation rate.  
 After calculating the representation data for all districts, I compared results of districts 
with an active Plan B on file to districts without Plan B. Fifty districts had an active Plan B on 
file for the 2018-2019 school year. Forty-eight of these districts had plans that included both 
students with LEP and students from LSES backgrounds. Two districts had plans that included 
only students with LEP.  Table 12 and table 13provide the descriptive statistics of the results.  
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Table 12 
Descriptive Statistics for Representation Index of Total Sample: Districts with Plan B. 
Population N Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
ELL 50 0 0.7026 0.0405 0.1042 5.585 34.701 
LEP 50 0 0.6634 0.0999 0.1261 3.234 12.069 
Current/Former LEP 50 0 1.0013 0.2869 0.2175 1.203 1.771 
LSES 48 0.2041 0.9819 0.5728 0.1437 0.246 0.876 
  
Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics for Representation Index of Total Sample: Districts Without Plan B 
Population N Min. Max. M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
ELL 17 0 0.0257 0.0020 0.0065 3.526 12.826 
LEP 17 0 0.1295 0.0223 0.0417 1.967 2.924 
Current/Former LEP 17 0 0.4110 0.0934 0.1432 1.301 0.391 
LSES 19 0 0.7922 0.5025 0.2078 -0.472 0.428 
 
 Comparative results show that there is a difference in representation in districts with Plan 
B and districts without Plan B. Specifically, districts with Plan B had higher overall 
representation rates for all students with LEP and from LSES backgrounds. The mean 
representation rate was higher for students from these groups in districts with Plan B than it was 
in districts without Plan B. Figure 1 shows the differences in the mean representation rates for 
districts with and without Plan B.
 
Figure 1: Mean representation index 2014-15 through 2018-19 (all districts). 
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 I conducted an independent-samples t-test to compare representation rates in districts 
with Plan B and districts without Plan B. Results were statistically significant for ELLs (p = 
0.006), students with LEP (p < 0.001), and current and former students with LEP (p < 0.001). 
Results for students from LSES backgrounds showed a difference in the mean that was not 
statistically significant (p = 0.094). Table 14 summarizes comparative data for districts with and 
without Plan B.  
Table 14 
Representation Rate Comparison: Districts with and Without Plan B 
 Districts with Plan B  Districts Without Plan B    
Population N M SD  N M SD df t p 
ELL 50 0.0405 0.1042  17 0.0020 0.0065 50 1.68 0.006 
LEP 50 0.0999 0.1261  17 0.0223 0.0417 65 1.67 < 0.001 
Current/Former 
LEP 
50 0.2869 0.2175  17 0.0934 0.1432 39 1.68 < 0.001 
LSES 48 0.5728 0.1437  19 0.5025 0.2078 25 1.71 0.094 
Although the mean representation of all districts combined showed differences in the 
mean between districts with Plan B and districts without Plan B, this did not hold true in all 
circumstances. Some districts with Plan B had no student representation from study populations. 
However, the data indicates that districts with Plan B are much more likely to have students from 
underrepresented groups enrolled in gifted education programs. Table 15 identifies the number 
of districts with and without Plan B that identified at least one student who was an English 
learner (all LEP categories) or was from an economically disadvantaged background enrolled in 
gifted programs.  
Table 15 
Number of Districts with Student Representation of Underrepresented Groups in Gifted 
Programs 
 Districts with Plan B (n = 50)  Districts Without Plan B (n = 17) 
Population n %  n % 
ELL 34 68  2 12 
LEP 45 90  6 35 
Current/Former LEP 45 90  6 35 
LSES 50 100  16 94 
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 Only two (12%) districts without Plan B had an ELL student enrolled in gifted programs 
during the study period. Conversely, 34 districts with Plan B (68%) had at least one student 
enrolled. Similar results were observed for LEP and Current and Former LEP students as only 6 
districts (35%) without Plan B had an LEP or Current/Former LEP student identified as gifted 
while 90% of Plan B districts had at least one gifted student from each category. Findings for 
students from LSES backgrounds were similar for both districts with and districts without Plan 
B. 100% of districts with Plan B had at least one student from an LSES background identified as 
gifted; 94% of districts without Plan B had at least one LSES gifted student. However, it should 
be noted that 94% encompasses 16 of the 17 districts without Plan B, and the district with no 
LSES/gifted students had no gifted students at all in 2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 
Overview 
In this study, I sought to determine the extent of representation, and by extension 
underrepresentation, of diverse students in gifted education programs in Florida. Additionally, I 
attempted to determine what effect, if any, the presence of a Plan B document has on 
underrepresentation in Florida school districts. I examined representation rates of historically 
underrepresented populations who are included in Florida’s Plan B Policy (students with limited 
English proficiency [LEP] and students from low socioeconomic status [LSES] backgrounds) 
and compared the mean representation rate from the most recent five school years (2014-15 
through 2018-19) in districts with a Plan B on file to districts without Plan B for each population. 
The findings from this study indicate that Plan B does make a difference in representation rates 
for students with LEP and students from LSES backgrounds in Florida. 
Plan B refers to subsection B of Florida rule 6A-6.03019, Special Instructional Programs 
for Students who are Gifted. This rule allows districts to determine alternative methods of 
identification for students with LEP or students from LSES backgrounds who are potentially 
gifted. Plan B is an option that districts may choose to employ in the identification of gifted 
students, but it is not a state requirement. 50 of Florida’s 67 county school districts have a Plan B 
on file with the State of Florida ESE Policies and Procedures (SP&Ps). Results indicate that the 
presence of a Plan B document to guide districts in the identification of students from 
underrepresented groups is associated with higher representation rates of students from 
underrepresented groups than districts without Plan B as determined by higher mean 
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representation rates of students from underrepresented groups in these districts. My findings 
demonstrate that the mean representation rate for English learners (ELs) was 4.05% in districts 
with Plan B and 0.20% in districts without Plan B; students with LEP had a mean representation 
index of 9.99% in districts with Plan B and 2.23% in districts without Plan B; and current and 
former LEP students had a representation rate of 28.69% in districts with Plan B and 9.34% in 
districts without Plan B. Even on a cursory glance these are compelling differences. 
Representation rates for economically disadvantaged students were also higher in districts with 
Plan B (57.28%) than in districts without Plan B (50.25%). This demonstrates that the existence 
of a Plan B does influence representation rates for students from underrepresented populations in 
Florida.  
Theoretical Perspective 
The inclusive definition of giftedness holds that gifted students are found in all racial 
groups and in all circumstances. From a critical theory perspective, this means that researchers 
must continue to focus on not only rates of gifted representation but reasons why 
underrepresentation exists, and concrete methods for resolving this issue. While there are several 
areas of Florida that do demonstrate promising practices for reducing underrepresentation, these 
practices are not currently applied evenly in all Florida school districts. Many gifted children live 
in districts that value education for gifted learners and seek to increase the representation of 
diverse students and students of color in gifted programs. However, all districts do not evenly 
apply these principles, making identification of students from diverse backgrounds a “luck of the 
draw” prospect based on the geographical location of the student. This further marginalizes 
populations that have been historically underrepresented in gifted programs, and diminishes 
prospects for bright students who might thrive under the proper educational placement. 
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History of Plan B in Florida 
 The State of Florida was first notified of the need to address underrepresentation in gifted 
education programs by the United States Office of Civil Rights (OCR) in 1982 (“Education of 
Gifted Students in Florida,” p. 5). This led state legislators to amend the legislation for education 
of gifted students in Florida to include alternative strategies for identification of students from 
underrepresented groups in Florida gifted education. The first version of Plan B, adopted in 
1991, allowed alternative strategies for all underrepresented groups in gifted programs in Florida. 
This included African-American students, Hispanic students, and a category for “other” students, 
which was comprised of students of Asian, Native American, and multiracial descent. In the 
following six years, gifted representation rates increased for students in these categories, from 
13% to 22%. However, this version of subsection B was revised in 2002 to only address students 
with limited English proficiency and students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds.  
 Since that time, enrollment of diverse students and students of color in gifted programs 
has increased. The mean representation index for Florida’s Hispanic students in all school 
districts for the 2014-15 through 2018-19 school years was 88.46%. However, this is not the case 
for all minority children in Florida, and the mean African-American/gifted representation for the 
same time period was only 41.24%. This population of students has the lowest representation 
rate of all student categories in Florida. Conversely, African-American, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, and Hispanic children are over-represented in other special education 
programs (NEA, 2007). While Plan B in its current form is working for some groups of students, 
we are still leaving too many bright students of color behind. 
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Underrepresentation 
Although the use of Plan B assists in identification of underrepresented students in 
Florida, representation rates of students with LEP and students from LSES backgrounds are low 
in many Florida districts. Therefore, underrepresentation is still an issue that needs reform. 
However, the data demonstrate some indicators that intentional planning for identification of 
students from underrepresented groups does have a place in reducing underrepresentation. This 
is evident in the higher representation results for students who are English learners and students 
who are economically disadvantaged in districts that utilize a Plan B.  
Underrepresentation is not unique to Florida. Researchers nationwide have focused on 
equitable participation in gifted programs for many years and have written prolifically on the 
subject. There is wide disagreement on how to solve the issue. Recently, a New York City task 
force recommended abolishing all existing gifted programs in the NYC education system and 
replacing them with an entirely new program to decrease racial and economic inequities 
(Shapiro, 2019). Others believe that changing assessment protocols will help decrease 
underrepresentation (Naglieri & Ford, 2003). Card and Guiliano (2015) found the use of 
universal screening practices with a nonverbal assessment increased the number of low-income 
and minority students identified as gifted. These researchers also found that although the newly 
identified students had lower achievement scores, their IQ measurements were similar to other 
students identified. The use of local or building norms, instead of national norms, to identify 
students has been discussed frequently in more recent literature as an effective method to create 
more equity in local programs (Plucker and Peters, 2018). These researchers and the results of 
my study have demonstrated numerous strategies that are effective in reducing 
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underrepresentation that could easily be adopted to increase representation of diverse students in 
gifted programs without eliminating gifted programs altogether. 
Grissom, Redding, and Bleiberg (2019) found that low-income students were less likely 
than wealthier students to be placed in gifted classrooms even when they had similar 
achievement scores. Although individual student results were not considered in this study, the 
data seems to portray a similar pattern in Florida, with just over half of the expected number of 
students from economically disadvantaged homes identified as gifted. Opportunities for 
advanced academic programs are not equitably provided in the United States, and gifted 
assessments rely on exposure to a variety of learning opportunities when measuring 
achievement. According to Chmielewski & Reardon (2016), the United States has one of the 
largest income gaps in the world, and correspondingly, some of the largest income-based 
achievement gaps (Peters, et al., 2019). Researchers agree that exact proportionality is not a 
reasonable expectation (Peters, 2016; Peters, et. al., 2019), but an equity index threshold of 80% 
or higher is a realistic goal (Ford, 2014). With a higher proportion of Black/African American 
and Hispanic/Latinx students living in poverty, inequity exists in many areas, not just gifted 
programs. It may be a bit disingenuous to expect equity in gifted education programs when there 
is such a lack of equity in other education programs, although it is certainly a worthy goal. 
Mean Representation Indexes 
 The findings in this study are consistent with other studies conducted on 
underrepresentation of LSES and LEP students. In a follow-up study to Yoon and Gentry (2009), 
Peters, et al., (2019) reviewed representation data at the state level and found that some states 
have achieved more proportionality in gifted programs, and also found that states that mandated 
gifted services for students were much more likely to have higher representation indexes than 
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states that do not mandate services. These researchers identified nine states with a representation 
index (RI) greater than 75% for African-American students (Alaska, Arkansas, Hawaii, 
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, and Vermont) and thirteen states that 
had representation rates greater than 75% for Latinx students (Alaska, Colorado, Florida, 
Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Nevada, Texas, Utah, and Wisconsin). 
Only four states demonstrated an RI greater than 75% for LEP students (Hawaii, Utah, Vermont, 
and West Virginia). Hodges, et al., (2018) found similar results, but determined that the 
probability of identification for Hispanic students was higher in the south and southwestern areas 
of the United States than other areas of the country, perhaps due to higher percentages of 
Hispanic students living in these areas.  
 While my findings demonstrate that there are some districts in Florida that have more 
proportional representation, this was not the case in all districts, and these findings were not 
consistent in districts with and without Plan B. For example, some districts without Plan B had 
relatively proportional representation. Ten of the 17 districts without Plan B had representation 
indexes greater than 50% for LSES students, and four of these districts were approaching 
proportionality (Calhoun, 72%; Dixie, 78%; Franklin, 78%; and Glades, 79%). This indicates 
that even without a Plan B on file districts can demonstrate more proportional representation 
rates. However, none of the districts without Plan B had representation rates greater than 50% for 
all categories of ELLs, and in most cases the percentages were much smaller. Conversely, while 
most districts with Plan B demonstrated at least some representation of students with LEP, 
several districts had no students in this category. This indicates that the existence of a Plan B 
may not be the sole indicator of increased proportionality and other factors may be at work. 
More research needs to be conducted to determine causal factors in this data. 
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Gifted Identification 
 Many of the strategies included in district Plan B documents focused on nomination and 
assessment. This is certainly an area of future study. Nomination has been of particular concern 
and several studies have identified teacher nomination as a potential source of bias (Elhoweris, et 
al., 2005; McBee, Peters and Miller, 2016; Maddocks, 2018). The purpose of the nomination 
phase is to identify potentially gifted students through nominations from teachers, parents, 
administrators, or others who know the student well. However, educators who are not familiar 
with the signs of giftedness in underrepresented students or atypical signs of giftedness, for 
example, high activity level resulting in classroom disruption or an unusually long attention span 
for topics of interest, are less likely to nominate students who do not fit the stereotypical gifted 
student (Maddocks, 2018). On the other hand, teachers who know what to look for are more 
likely to nominate students for gifted identification (McBee, et al., 2016). Nomination factors 
were described in more than half of the Plan B documents. Districts may wish to carefully 
analyze nomination practices described in Plan B to ensure that these practices are productive, 
meet the intended purpose of increasing representation in gifted programs, and are used to find 
students who might otherwise be overlooked. 
 In the Plan B documents I analyzed for this study, many of the strategies included seemed 
to be aimed specifically to students with LEP. The use of nonverbal, culture-fair, and native 
language assessments helps provide a fair playing field for students with language difficulties. In 
addition, in the descriptions for eligibility, more documents described specific strategies related 
to language learners than economically disadvantaged students. For example, many districts 
described strategies such as allowing the use of the nonverbal portion on an IQ test rather than 
using the full-scale IQ or requiring a teacher for emergent bilinguals to be present at an eligibility 
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meeting. These strategies would not be as beneficial to a student from a LSES background unless 
the student was also an ELL. This might explain why the comparison of mean representation 
index differences for districts with and without Plan B demonstrated statistically significant 
results (p < 0.05) for students who are English learners and students with LEP. However, even 
though the results of comparing mean representation indexes in districts with and without Plan B 
for students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds was not statistically significant (p = 
0.09), LSES students were better represented in gifted programs overall. 
All but two districts in the study described a two-phase system for identification of gifted 
students in the Plan B documents. In a two-phase system, students must first earn a minimum 
score on a screening test to be considered for gifted testing. If the screening test score is high 
enough (usually above the 90th percentile), the student is referred for additional testing. McBee, 
et al. (2016) found that when a two-phase identification is used it can result in lower 
identification rates, especially if students who may have done well in phase two are eliminated in 
phase one. Peters, et al., (2019) suggested that this might result in 20% fewer identifications. It 
certainly seems counterintuitive to require a student to pass through two testing gates prior to 
receiving services. Researchers recommend eliminating the two-phase system altogether, or 
ensuring that identification assessments closely match the qualities they are intending to assess 
(McBee, et al., 2016; Peters, et al., 2019).  
Another issue with identification protocols and the two-phase system lies in the 
requirements that a student must meet to be identified as gifted. Lakin (2018) studied the 
terminology used to describe inclusion in programs and determined that the term “or” provided 
the highest inclusivity of diverse students in gifted programs, while the term “and” was more 
likely to exclude students from gifted programs. Several of the Plan B documents I analyzed 
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used an “or” system, for example, by requiring a minimum IQ score OR a minimum 
achievement score OR a minimum score on a gifted characteristics checklist. Confirming student 
inclusion in gifted programs based on one or two categories resulted in more students enrolled in 
gifted programs, while requiring the student to meet multiple categories resulted in exclusion. 
For example, if the same student was required to earn a minimum IQ score AND a minimum 
achievement score AND a minimum score on a gifted characteristics checklist, there was a much 
lower chance of successful participation in gifted programs. Olszewski-Kubilius and Corwith 
(2018) found that identification protocols did help find diverse gifted students with achievement 
potential but cautioned that increased identification “goes hand-in-hand with designing programs 
to turn that potential into actual achievement (p. 52).”  
Limitations 
 It is important to note that this study has several limitations, and this research should not 
be considered a comprehensive end-user report on the state of gifted education in Florida. 
Rather, it is introductory data resulting from in-depth analysis of enrollment data related to the 
identification of gifted students from underrepresented groups in the State of Florida. While 
every effort has been made to provide accurate analysis of current data, this study is a secondary 
analysis of existing data that can only be considered a beginning. A deeper analysis of the data 
will require more hours of research, preferably with a team of researchers dedicated to improving 
the quality of gifted representation for underrepresented students.   
 While document review and data collection provide a good starting place for policy 
research, the documents and data cannot tell the whole story. There are always nuances and 
anomalies that cannot necessarily be seen in written documentation and raw data. For example, 
districts without Plan B may be using strategies for Plan B without formally identifying their use. 
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Furthermore, the existence of a Plan B document does not indicate if the plan has been 
implemented with fidelity. Cost and time considerations could prevent districts from providing 
universal screening to all students even when this is identified in plan documents.  Universal 
record review is only effective if the person who is doing the review understands what to look 
for. Written plans can be put in a binder on a shelf and never considered until it is time to review 
the plan again. There is a human factor that needs to be considered in any analysis of policy that 
was not part of this study. This limits the depth of knowledge gained from the study. 
 An additional challenge that contributes to study limitations is the state rule for gifted 
education does not included all underrepresented groups in Florida. For example, African-
American students are still underrepresented in Florida, with a mean RI of 41% over the last five 
school years statewide. Florida’s Hispanic students have fared better with a mean RI of 88% over 
the last five years, although this has declined slightly every year for the last five years, with an 
RI of 90% in the 2014-15 school year, compared to an RI of 87% in the 2018-19 school year. 
Similarly, Native American students have a mean RI of 67% over the last five years, but RI has 
been declining steadily for this population as well, with an RI of 72% in 2014-15, compared to 
an RI of 62% in 2018-19 (FLDOE, Edstats, 2019). Racial underrepresentation is not considered 
at all in Rule 6A.603019. Other underrepresented populations, such as twice-exceptional 
students, are also not considered in Plan B. This is a significant limitation in the usefulness of the 
data collected if we wish to get a true understanding of the extent of underrepresentation in 
Florida. 
Policy Implications 
 The results of my study indicate that districts that employ Plan B policies in the 
identification of gifted students from underrepresented groups have higher overall representation 
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rates than those that do not. This is consistent with research previously conducted by McBee, et 
al. (2012), who found that the identification probability for students from economically 
disadvantaged backgrounds in Florida could be expected to double after adoption of a Plan B 
program. While this study did not determine the rate of change in identification of students from 
underrepresented groups in gifted programs, it seems reasonable to infer from these results that 
percentages of diverse students in gifted programs has increased since the implementation of 
Plan B in 2002. However, current demographic data indicates that this is not the case for all 
underrepresented groups in Florida.  
Plan B is currently an optional policy for districts to adopt if they wish to do so. It is not 
used in all 67 county school districts in Florida. However, the results of my study show that 
districts that have a Plan B generally have higher representation rates than districts that do not 
have a Plan B. This has policy implications for Florida state legislators who may wish to 
consider whether Plan B should be a requirement for all districts rather than an option. Districts 
that have a Plan B offer another avenue for identification for students from underrepresented 
populations. However, district size and other factors must be considered when determining the 
usefulness of Plan B and contemplating policy changes. While potentially changing the Plan B 
legislation from a permissive policy to a requirement might seem to be a good option, care needs 
to be taken to ensure that such a change does not place undue hardships on school districts with 
limited resources. 
Some districts without Plan B do demonstrate relatively proportional rates for students 
from LSES backgrounds, and it might be better to attach a Plan B requirement to districts that are 
not approaching proportional representation rather than requiring it of all districts. Another 
possibility for policy change would be to provide incentive funding for districts that increase 
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proportionality of underrepresented groups. The representation index results are compelling and 
show that successful implementation of Plan B has an impact on creating more proportional 
representation for underrepresented students. These results should be used to create policies that 
are inclusive to all students, especially in consideration of Florida’s increasingly diverse 
demographic population. 
Finally, consideration needs to be given to the extent of training in exceptional student 
education in teacher preparation programs. Currently, services for special education services are 
required learning for preservice teachers in Florida, and gifted education is included in this 
requirement. However, in a class discussion best practices for the education of students with 
learning exceptionalities, giftedness is discussed minimally. In addition, while Florida has a 
requirement for continuing education in the needs of special education students for teacher 
recertification, gifted students are not included in this requirement. Thus, all teachers must earn a 
minimum of 20 inservice points for each five-year certification period, but courses on education 
of gifted students are not considered for these points, despite the inclusion of gifted students 
under the ESE umbrella in Florida. If education of gifted and talented students is to become more 
effective and inclusive in Florida, such training should be a requirement of all teacher 
preparation and continuing education programs. 
Implications for Future Research 
 The results of this study clearly demonstrate that the existence of a Plan B is linked to 
higher representation rates of students from underrepresented groups identified as gifted. 
However, there are a variety of factors that have not been investigated yet. Conversation with 
district supervisors of gifted education could provide additional clarity in this regard. Therefore, 
it would be beneficial to talk with district gifted education experts to determine exactly which 
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strategies are in use in their districts for identification and placement of students from diverse 
programs in gifted education programs and understand how these strategies are being used. 
Conducting interviews with district supervisors would also be helpful to determine their 
perceptions of Plan B policies in their districts. A collective case study would be an effective 
way to analyze data from each district, with each district acting as a single case that could be 
collectively compared in the analysis phase. Other elements of a district by district case study 
could also include examination of other factors such as the inclusion of gifted identification 
protocols on the district web page, parental involvement, and programming options. 
In future study,  it would be interesting to analyze the Plan B documents in detail using a 
qualitative analysis approach. This might help identify themes and categories of strategies used 
in alternative identification of gifted students. It might also be informative to compare strategies 
described in Plan B documents with mean representation data in districts using these strategies to 
determine the effectiveness of these strategies in the identification of underrepresented gifted and 
talented students. 
 It would also be informative to analyze Plan B documents from other years to see how 
the plans may have changed over time. Since Plan B legislation in its current form has been in 
place since 2001, it would be enlightening to analyze longitudinal data to determine if and how 
representation rates have changed during that time. For example, Pinellas County recently 
implemented Plan B in 2017 (FLDOE BEESS, 2017-2018). This study looked at enrollment data 
from the 2014-15 school year through the 2018-19 school year. It would be constructive to 
review enrollment data from this district and other districts that may have recently implemented 
Plan B to compare gifted enrollment data before and after implementation. 
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 In addition, analyzing the way students are identified (Plan A or Plan B) and comparing 
Plan A identification rates to Plan B identification rates would be useful. It would also be 
informative to discover how many students were identified under Plan B after being denied 
under Plan A. Beginning in the 2009-2010 school year, districts were required to report the 
method used to identify gifted students and whether a Plan B policy was used (OPPAGA, 2010). 
This data is collected in each district’s student information system and submitted to the Florida 
Department of Education (DOE). However, this data is not readily found in the Edstats Portal 
and may need to be obtained from other sources. Future study should include analysis of the 
method of identification rather than simply investigating overall enrollment data. 
My study focused only on the populations included in the current legislation for gifted 
identification. These are students with limited English proficiency and students from 
economically disadvantaged backgrounds. However, future study must focus on the persistent 
underrepresentation of certain minority groups identified as gifted in Florida. Research 
consistently shows that gifted and talented students are consistently left behind in our current 
focus on achievement gaps, creating a separate achievement gap for high ability students who 
could achieve advanced results rather than settling for proficiency (Bonner, 2000; Bianco, 2005; 
Conger, et al., 2009). This achievement gap for high ability students is sometimes called the 
“excellence gap” (Plucker & Peters, 2016). Other research indicates that the effects of childhood 
poverty on student achievement can be reversed by adulthood, but the lack of identification of 
marginalized students represents missed opportunities for these children during their formative 
years (Hodges, 2019, November). Poverty is a greater factor in minority groups, so the 
representation gap for minority students could conceivably be closed by identifying more 
impoverished students for gifted programs, however, the results of my research indicate that this 
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is not necessarily the case in Florida. Thus, it is critical that the focus of additional research and 
discussion of Florida underrepresentation includes discussion of racial factors involved in lack of 
identification of gifted students from minority groups. 
Parental advocacy could be another avenue of future research, especially if it is 
conducted with a critical theory or critical race theory focus. While there are a few parent 
advocacy groups for gifted education in Florida, such as the Florida Gifted Network and Florida 
Association for the Gifted, and some advocacy groups in specific districts, such as the Gifted 
Advocacy Council of Hillsborough, limited research has been conducted in this area. Matthews, 
Georgiades, and Smith (2011) found that the creation of a parent advocacy group can positively 
affect and empower parents of gifted students through the sharing of resources available to 
students in the district. Advocacy groups can also become important forces of change when 
legislation regarding education of gifted and talented students is considered, especially when 
such legislation is unfavorable to gifted students. This sort of advocacy is critical for 
encouraging student participation in gifted programs, especially for students from 
underrepresented groups, and deserves more study. 
The focus of research on equity in gifted education has been to raise awareness of 
underrepresentation and describe methods to reduce this underrepresentation. Future research 
should be conducted to understand how implementation of suggestions for best practices in 
gifted identification leads to creation of district policies to eliminate the “talent underclass” 
(Plucker, et al, 2017, p.249). Implementation study must also include research to determine the 
efficacy of identification policies in cost effectiveness, ease of use, and ability to identify diverse 
gifted learners. Innovative solutions that give realistic opportunities to students, offer equitable 
testing practices for identification of potential gifted and talented students, allow students to 
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work with culturally and ethnically similar students in ability groups, deliver better information 
to help teachers identify gifted traits and work with learners from all backgrounds, permit 
frontloading of material for students who are identified in middle or high school, and  maintain 
supportive networks for diverse students should all be included in future research on equity in 
gifted and talented education. 
Conclusion 
 From the time of the Marland Report (U.S. Senate, Labor & Public Welfare,1972), the 
first publication to identify the need to increase the participation of economically disadvantaged 
and minority children in gifted programs, United States educators have been seeking to provide 
more opportunities for gifted and talented education for students from diverse backgrounds. 
While countless researchers have studied underrepresentation since that time (e.g., U.S. DOE, 
Academic Improvement, 1988; Ross, 1993; NEA, 2007), the State of Florida and the nation 
continue to experience disproportional representation in gifted education programs, particularly 
for students who are English learners, students from economically disadvantaged homes, 
students with disabilities, and minority students, especially African-American, Hispanic, and 
Native American students. Considering our country’s continuing demographic shift toward a 
more diverse population, it more important than ever to ensure that all academically talented 
students can achieve and learn at high levels.  
However, there are some bright spots in the quest for proportionality in representation. 
Florida districts that are intentionally adhering to policies designed to ensure diverse students are 
included in gifted education programs are finding some success in doing so, and the adoption of 
state policy for identification of underrepresented students has led to shrinking equity gaps in 
some districts. Creating alternative plans for identification of students who are underrepresented 
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in gifted programs, and implementing these plans with fidelity, provides opportunities for 
students to excel and thrive. The push for identification of gifted students must always be 
inclusive – never exclusive – and multiple opportunities should be provided for students to 
engage in advanced academic courses and programs (NAGC, 2011).  
My study demonstrates that effective implementation of alternative plans for 
identification of diverse gifted students in Florida (Plan B) can provide such inclusivity for 
Florida students by offering opportunities for participation in gifted and talented programs. 
Commitment to the provision of equitable policies that create academically engaging programs 
for high ability students must be the first step to the minimization and eventual elimination of 
disparate gaps of student diversity in gifted and talented programs. As Plucker, et al. (2017) 
stated:  
Every child deserves the opportunity to be challenged. Being challenged and learning 
new things in school must be seen as the overarching philosophy of K-12 education. The 
pressing challenges facing the world will not be solved by armies of minimally proficient 
drones who were able to coast through formal education. Instead, every child deserves to 
learn something new every day, and the economic future of the United States depends on 
the acceptance of this belief. (p. 249) 
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Appendix A: Florida Legislation Pertaining to Gifted Education 
6A-6.03019 Special Instructional Programs for Students who are Gifted. 
(1) Gifted. One who has superior intellectual development and is capable of high performance. 
(2) Criteria for eligibility. A student is eligible for special instructional programs for the gifted if the student meets 
the criteria under paragraph (2)(a) or (b) of this rule. 
(a) The student demonstrates: 
1. Need for a special program. 
2. A majority of characteristics of gifted students according to a standard scale or checklist; and, 
3. Superior intellectual development as measured by an intelligence quotient of two (2) standard deviations or 
more above the mean on an individually administered standardized test of intelligence. 
(b) The student is a member of an under-represented group and meets the criteria specified in an approved school 
district plan for increasing the participation of under-represented groups in programs for gifted students. 
1. For the purpose of this rule, under-represented groups are defined as groups: 
a. Who are limited English proficient, or 
b. Who are from a low socio-economic status family. 
2. The Department of Education is authorized to approve school district plans for increasing the participation of 
students from under-represented groups in special instructional programs for the gifted, provided these plans 
include the following: 
a. A district goal to increase the percent of students from under-represented groups in programs for the gifted and 
the current status of the district in regard to that goal; 
b. Screening and referral procedures which will be used to increase the number of these students referred for 
evaluation; 
c. Criteria for determining eligibility based on the student’s demonstrated ability or potential in specific areas of 
leadership, motivation, academic performance, and creativity; 
d. Student evaluation procedures, including the identification of the measurement instruments to be used; 
e. Instructional program modifications or adaptations to ensure successful and continued participation of students 
from under-represented groups in the existing instructional program for gifted students; and, 
f. An evaluation design which addresses evaluation of progress toward the district’s goal for increasing 
participation by students from under-represented groups. 
(3) Procedures for student evaluation. The minimum evaluations for determining eligibility are the following: 
(a) Need for a special instructional program; 
(b) Characteristics of the gifted; 
(c) Intellectual development; and, 
(d) May include those evaluation procedures specified in an approved district plan to increase the participation of 
students from under-represented groups in programs for the gifted. 
(4) This rule shall take effect July 1, 1977. 
Rulemaking Authority 1001.42(4)(1), 1003.57 FS. Law Implemented 1000.01, 1001.42(4)(1), 1003.57(5), FS. History–New 7-
1-77, Formerly 6A-6.3019, Amended 10-10-91, 5-19-98, 7-14-02. 
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Appendix B: Representation Data 
Table A1 
Mean Representation Rates for English Learners 
District 
Mean n  
All Students 
ELL/Gifted ELL/District ELL/Gifted RI 
Alachua 29,418 0.0016 0.0254 0.0623 
Baker 5,010 0.0022 0.0032 0.7026 
Bay 27,931 0.0000 0.0285 0.0000 
Bradford 3,204 0.0000 0.0025 0.0000 
Brevard 73,139 0.0007 0.0356 0.0188 
Broward 270,025 0.0059 0.1189 0.0493 
Calhoun 2,215 0.0000 0.0052 0.0000 
Charlotte 16,006 0.0000 0.0239 0.0000 
Citrus 15,345 0.0000 0.0098 0.0000 
Clay 37,062 0.0027 0.0208 0.1309 
Collier 46,379 0.0038 0.1483 0.0256 
Columbia 10,152 0.0000 0.0125 0.0000 
Desoto 4,855 0.0000 0.0909 0.0000 
Dixie 2,158 0.0000 0.0013 0.0000 
Duval 129,428 0.0021 0.0451 0.0474 
Escambia 40,408 0.0000 0.0663 0.0000 
Flagler 12,933 0.0000 0.0282 0.0000 
Franklin 1,305 0.0000 0.0203 0.0000 
Gadsden 5,584 0.0000 0.0761 0.0000 
Gilchrist 2,710 0.0000 0.0227 0.0000 
Glades 1,678 0.0000 0.0451 0.0000 
Gulf 1,943 0.0000 0.0068 0.0000 
Hamilton 1,687 0.0000 0.1055 0.0000 
Hardee* 5,206 0.0000 0.0865 0.0000 
Hendry 7,262 0.0042 0.1381 0.0305 
Hernando 22,362 0.0000 0.0274 0.0000 
Highlands 12,342 0.0000 0.0566 0.0000 
Hillsborough 214,225 0.0072 0.0476 0.1504 
Holmes 3,301 0.0000 0.0021 0.0000 
Indian River 17,919 0.0003 0.0507 0.0057 
Jackson 6,705 0.0000 0.0132 0.0000 
Jefferson 784 0.0077 0.0344 0.2237 
Lafayette* 1,240 0.0039 0.0704 0.0557 
Lake 42,850 0.0008 0.0463 0.0163 
Lee 92,199 0.0004 0.0992 0.0044 
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Table A1 (continued) 
Mean Representation Rates for English Learners 
 
District 
Mean n  
All Students 
ELL/Gifted ELL/District ELL/Gifted RI 
Leon 33,923 0.0003 0.0213 0.0136 
Levy 5,503 0.0007 0.0411 0.0176 
Liberty 1,403 0.0000 0.0174 0.0000 
Madison 2,682 0.0000 0.0125 0.0000 
Manatee 48,679 0.0028 0.1234 0.0230 
Marion 42,881 0.0010 0.0592 0.0171 
Martin 18,941 0.0003 0.1403 0.0023 
Miami-Dade 355,430 0.0142 0.2021 0.0701 
Monroe 8,515 0.0034 0.0963 0.0353 
Nassau 11,598 0.0000 0.0110 0.0000 
Okaloosa 31,137 0.0000 0.0336 0.0000 
Okeechobee 6,440 0.0011 0.1271 0.0088 
Orange 200,643 0.0050 0.1462 0.0343 
Osceola 63,756 0.0051 0.1927 0.0265 
Palm Beach 191,260 0.0036 0.1238 0.0290 
Pasco 72,218 0.0005 0.0415 0.0113 
Pinellas 102,607 0.0021 0.0642 0.0330 
Polk 102,697 0.0019 0.1061 0.0182 
Putnam 11,130 0.0009 0.0616 0.0139 
St. Johns 38,501 0.0001 0.0077 0.0155 
St. Lucie 40,560 0.0014 0.0874 0.0165 
Santa Rosa 27,403 0.0002 0.0074 0.0257 
Sarasota 42,620 0.0012 0.0625 0.0194 
Seminole 67,430 0.0014 0.0482 0.0295 
Sumter 8,586 0.0000 0.0266 0.0000 
Suwannee 6,049 0.0000 0.0549 0.0000 
Taylor 2,884 0.0000 0.0016 0.0000 
Union 2,349 0.0000 0.0012 0.0000 
Volusia 62,806 0.0027 0.0623 0.0436 
Wakulla 5,143 0.0000 0.0014 0.0000 
Walton 9,154 0.0011 0.0382 0.0294 
Washington 3,334 0.0000 0.0082 0.0000 
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Table A2  
Mean Representation Rates for Students with LEP 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
LEP/Gifted LEP/district LEP/Gifted RI 
Alachua 29,418 0.0038 0.0297 0.1287 
Baker 5,010 0.0022 0.0034 0.6634 
Bay 27,931 0.0004 0.0328 0.0135 
Bradford 3,204 0.0000 - 0.0000 
Brevard 73,139 0.0045 0.0473 0.0959 
Broward 270,025 0.0320 0.1588 0.2014 
Calhoun 2,215 0.0000 0.0063 0.0000 
Charlotte 16,006 0.0021 0.0313 0.0681 
Citrus 15,345 0.0015 0.0131 0.1178 
Clay 37,062 0.0063 0.0252 0.2504 
Collier 46,379 0.0178 0.2029 0.0878 
Columbia 10,152 0.0000 0.0158 0.0000 
Desoto 4,855 0.0074 0.1321 0.0564 
Dixie 2,158 0.0000 0.0018 0.0000 
Duval 129,428 0.0077 0.0573 0.1337 
Escambia 40,408 0.0007 0.0170 0.0394 
Flagler 12,933 0.0047 0.0391 0.1211 
Franklin 1,305 0.0000 0.0211 0.0000 
Gadsden 5,584 0.0021 0.0962 0.0219 
Gilchrist 2,710 0.0041 0.0304 0.1356 
Glades 1,678 0.0000 0.0603 0.0000 
Gulf 1,943 0.0000 0.0070 0.0000 
Hamilton 1,687 0.0000 0.1160 0.0000 
Hardee* 5,206 0.0041 0.1166 0.0351 
Hendry 7,262 0.0148 0.1737 0.0854 
Hernando 22,362 0.0012 0.0378 0.0329 
Highlands 12,342 0.0030 0.0800 0.0379 
Hillsborough 214,225 0.0356 0.1608 0.2217 
Holmes 3,301 0.0000 0.0031 0.0000 
Indian River 17,919 0.0020 0.0755 0.0262 
Jackson 6,705 0.0000 0.0149 0.0000 
Jefferson 784 0.0231 0.0382 0.6040 
Lafayette* 1,240 0.0039 0.0755 0.0520 
Lake 42,850 0.0216 0.3144 0.0688 
Lee 92,199 0.0036 0.1157 0.0308 
Leon 33,923 0.0026 0.0289 0.0896 
Levy 5,503 0.0045 0.0548 0.0827 
Liberty 1,403 0.0000 0.0178 0.0000 
Madison 2,682 0.0000 - 0.0000 
Manatee 48,679 0.0099 0.1542 0.0645 
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Table A2 (continued) 
Mean Representation Rates for Students with LEP 
 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
LEP/Gifted LEP/district LEP/Gifted RI 
Marion 42,881 0.0041 0.0738 0.0549 
Martin 18,941 0.0044 0.1698 0.0258 
Miami-Dade 355,430 0.0648 0.2789 0.2324 
Monroe 8,515 0.0177 0.1194 0.1480 
Nassau 11,598 0.0005 0.0130 0.0382 
Okaloosa 31,137 0.0002 0.0438 0.0053 
Okeechobee 6,440 0.0057 0.1761 0.0321 
Orange 200,643 0.0254 0.1955 0.1298 
Osceola 63,756 0.0292 0.2505 0.1167 
Palm Beach 191,260 0.0007 0.1625 0.0044 
Pasco 72,218 0.0032 0.0531 0.0597 
Pinellas 102,607 0.0076 0.0799 0.0949 
Polk 102,697 0.0110 0.1389 0.0795 
Putnam 11,130 0.0046 0.0808 0.0572 
St. Johns 38,501 0.0010 0.0125 0.0786 
St. Lucie 40,560 0.0076 0.1087 0.0700 
Santa Rosa 27,403 0.0013 0.0102 0.1295 
Sarasota 42,620 0.0073 0.0868 0.0845 
Seminole 67,430 0.0092 0.0619 0.1485 
Sumter 8,586 0.0017 0.0417 0.0409 
Suwannee 6,049 0.0019 0.0635 0.0292 
Taylor 2,884 0.0000 - 0.0000 
Union 2,349 0.0000 0.0013 0.0000 
Volusia 62,806 0.0097 0.0777 0.1245 
Wakulla 5,143 0.0000 - 0.0000 
Walton 9,154 0.0011 0.0454 0.0247 
Washington 3,334 0.0000 - 0.0000 
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Table A3 
Mean Representation Rates for Current and Former LEP Students 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
Current & Former 
LEP/Gifted 
Current & Former 
LEP/District 
Current & 
Former RI 
Alachua 29,418 0.0063 0.0314 0.2003 
Baker 5,010 0.0022 0.0035 0.6274 
Bay 27,931 0.0064 0.0410 0.1568 
Bradford 3,204 0.0000 0.0040 0.0000 
Brevard 73,139 0.0254 0.0682 0.3721 
Broward 270,025 0.1424 0.2524 0.5641 
Calhoun 2,215 0.0000 0.0143 0.0000 
Charlotte 16,006 0.0053 0.0443 0.1192 
Citrus 15,345 0.0037 0.0154 0.2428 
Clay 37,062 0.0141 0.0338 0.4163 
Collier 46,379 0.1561 0.3402 0.4590 
Columbia 10,152 0.0000 0.0215 0.0000 
Desoto 4,855 0.1064 0.2589 0.4110 
Dixie 2,158 0.0000 0.0018 0.0000 
Duval 129,428 0.0278 0.0779 0.3574 
Escambia 40,408 0.0057 0.0174 0.3271 
Flagler 12,933 0.0145 0.0516 0.2799 
Franklin 1,305 - 0.0292  
Gadsden 5,584 0.0330 0.1374 0.2404 
Gilchrist 2,710 0.0041 0.0320 0.1290 
Glades 1,678 0.0000 0.0802 0.0000 
Gulf 1,943 0.0000 0.0070 0.0000 
Hamilton 1,687 0.0000 0.1179 0.0000 
Hardee* 5,206 0.0814 0.2313 0.3517 
Hendry 7,262 0.0469 0.1744 0.2691 
Hernando 22,362 0.0081 0.0525 0.1543 
Highlands 12,342 0.0240 0.1387 0.1729 
Hillsborough 214,225 0.0933 0.2260 0.4128 
Holmes 3,301 0.0000 0.0032 0.0000 
Indian River 17,919 0.0173 0.1375 0.1259 
Jackson 6,705 0.0000 0.0173 0.0000 
Jefferson 784 0.4231 0.4225 1.0014 
Lafayette* 1,240 0.0039 0.0755 0.0520 
Lake 42,850 0.0998 0.4773 0.2091 
Lee 92,199 0.0513 0.1925 0.2665 
Leon 33,923 0.0096 0.0374 0.2565 
Levy 5,503 0.0121 0.0710 0.1702 
Liberty 1,403 0.0000 0.0313 0.0000 
Madison 2,682 0.0118 0.0165 0.7135 
Manatee 48,679 0.0691 0.2302 0.3002 
  
121 
 
Table A3 (continued) 
Mean Representation Rates for Current and Former LEP Students 
 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
Current & Former 
LEP/Gifted 
Current & Former 
LEP/District 
Current & 
Former RI 
Marion 42,881 0.0108 0.0858 0.1260 
Martin 18,941 0.0333 0.2184 0.1526 
Miami-Dade 355,430 0.3532 0.4840 0.7298 
Monroe 8,515 0.0457 0.1638 0.2792 
Nassau 11,598 0.0060 0.0163 0.3662 
Okaloosa 31,137 0.0048 0.0587 0.0810 
Okeechobee 6,440 0.0490 0.2848 0.1722 
Orange 200,643 0.1670 0.2050 0.8148 
Osceola 63,756 0.1922 0.3569 0.5386 
Palm Beach 191,260 0.0018 0.2455 0.0072 
Pasco 72,218 0.0315 0.0856 0.3684 
Pinellas 102,607 0.0185 0.1067 0.1737 
Polk 102,697 0.0483 0.1892 0.2554 
Putnam 11,130 0.0444 0.1110 0.3996 
St. Johns 38,501 0.0021 0.0141 0.1521 
St. Lucie 40,560 0.0374 0.1609 0.2324 
Santa Rosa 27,403 0.0034 0.0152 0.2207 
Sarasota 42,620 0.0373 0.1347 0.2771 
Seminole 67,430 0.0094 0.0623 0.1501 
Sumter 8,586 0.0224 0.0679 0.3294 
Suwannee 6,049 0.0258 0.0846 0.3054 
Taylor 2,884 0.0000 0.0055 0.0000 
Union 2,349 0.0000 0.0013 0.0000 
Volusia 62,806 0.0368 0.1110 0.3315 
Wakulla 5,143 0.0000 0.0018 0.0000 
Walton 9,154 0.0011 0.0605 0.0186 
Washington 3,334 0.0000 0.0120 0.0000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
122 
 
Table A4 
Mean Representation Rates for Students from LSES Backgrounds 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
LSES/Gifted LSES/District LSES RI 
Alachua 29,418 0.1691 0.4890 0.3457 
Baker 5,010 0.2482 0.4936 0.5029 
Bay 27,931 0.3266 0.5369 0.6082 
Bradford 3,204 0.3235 0.5956 0.5432 
Brevard 73,139 0.3120 0.4888 0.6382 
Broward 270,025 0.3528 0.6165 0.5722 
Calhoun 2,215 0.4186 0.5847 0.7159 
Charlotte 16,006 0.2972 0.5592 0.5314 
Citrus 15,345 0.3714 0.6598 0.5628 
Clay 37,062 0.3322 0.4262 0.7794 
Collier 46,379 0.4752 0.6227 0.7632 
Columbia 10,152 0.2677 0.5781 0.4631 
Desoto 4,855 0.2758 0.5291 0.5212 
Dixie 2,158 0.6217 0.7988 0.7782 
Duval 129,428 0.2283 0.4973 0.4590 
Escambia 40,408 0.3189 0.5835 0.5465 
Flagler 12,933 0.3801 0.5846 0.6502 
Franklin 1,305 0.5167 0.6626 0.7798 
Gadsden 5,584 0.4943 0.7564 0.6535 
Gilchrist 2,710 0.2401 0.5244 0.4578 
Glades 1,678 0.3752 0.4737 0.7922 
Gulf 1,943 0.3195 0.5932 0.5386 
Hamilton 1,687 0.3873 0.6528 0.5932 
Hardee* 5,206 0.5059 0.6683 0.7569 
Hendry 7,262 0.4222 0.6921 0.6101 
Hernando 22,362 0.4535 0.6246 0.7260 
Highlands 12,342 0.4534 0.7632 0.5941 
Hillsborough 214,225 0.3664 0.5929 0.6179 
Holmes 3,301 0.5451 0.5551 0.9819 
Indian River 17,919 0.2538 0.5743 0.4419 
Jackson 6,705 0.2026 0.6153 0.3293 
Jefferson 784 0.6103 0.7132 0.8557 
Lafayette* 1,240 0.1699 0.6328 0.2684 
Lake 42,850 0.3223 0.5287 0.6096 
Lee 92,199 0.3249 0.5517 0.5889 
Leon 33,923 0.0817 0.4003 0.2041 
Levy 5,503 0.3179 0.6070 0.5237 
Liberty 1,403 0.0000 0.3955 0.0000 
Madison 2,682 0.2166 0.5696 0.3803 
Manatee 48,679 0.3266 0.5561 0.5874 
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Table A4 (continued) 
Mean Representation Rates for Students from LSES Backgrounds 
 
District 
Mean n All 
Students 
LSES/Gifted LSES/District LSES RI 
Marion 42,881 0.3909 0.6516 0.5998 
Martin 18,941 0.1687 0.4451 0.3790 
Miami-Dade 355,430 0.5309 0.7024 0.7560 
Monroe 8,515 0.4065 0.5266 0.7720 
Nassau 11,598 0.1800 0.4866 0.3700 
Okaloosa 31,137 0.1207 0.4464 0.2703 
Okeechobee 6,440 0.3845 0.7603 0.5056 
Orange 200,643 0.3237 0.5959 0.5432 
Osceola 63,756 0.4504 0.5707 0.7892 
Palm Beach 191,260 0.2114 0.5832 0.3624 
Pasco 72,218 0.3253 0.5586 0.5823 
Pinellas 102,607 0.2141 0.5016 0.4269 
Polk 102,697 0.3242 0.5480 0.5917 
Putnam 11,130 0.4284 0.6953 0.6161 
St. Johns 38,501 0.1081 0.2178 0.4964 
St. Lucie 40,560 0.4471 0.6404 0.6981 
Santa Rosa 27,403 0.2100 0.4373 0.4802 
Sarasota 42,620 0.2008 0.4955 0.4052 
Seminole 67,430 0.2412 0.4706 0.5127 
Sumter 8,586 0.3381 0.5720 0.5911 
Suwannee 6,049 0.3360 0.5790 0.5804 
Taylor 2,884 0.3170 0.5986 0.5297 
Union 2,349 0.2871 0.6021 0.4768 
Volusia 62,806 0.3516 0.6394 0.5498 
Wakulla 5,143 0.1811 0.4697 0.3856 
Walton 9,154 0.2181 0.5271 0.4138 
Washington 3,334 0.3208 0.6610 0.4854 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
